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Barb - : . X
arbara saild Stennis ltr to go to Stennis only

and not to Braswell''!!

Re attached--apparently GILC & DCI talked &
GLC is going to do a draft.
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Items for Discussion with Senator Stennis

Interesting aspect of Baker/Weicker joint committee proposal -
(S. 4019)-would intermingle law enforcement (FBI and Secret
Service) and foreign intelligence functions (CIA, DIA, NSA) in

the same joint committee.

Senator Mondale's proposal (S. Res. 404) for a select Senate
committee on intelligence policy--we are preparing response to
Stennis' request for our views--our iaterim view is that if there is
real pressure for some action before adjournment this might be
the best stop gap measure. NOTE: Appropriations Committee
should be consulted; they would not be directly represénted on
the select committee as now proposed by Mondale.
We should have exchange of letters he requested on legislation
amending the National Security Act in Braswell's hands today (Monaday).
Your scheduled meeting with Saxbe on Wednesday on sources and
methods legislation.
Abourezk amendment to Foreign Aid authorization bill to preclude
contact with foreign police, law enforcement or internal security
services.

a. Foreign Relations Committee dropped ''or any other law"

from the amendment on basis of DCI's letter before the amendment
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was adopted by the Committee.
b. Abourezk wrote DCI a letter and asked him gt Fund
for Peace Conference for further explanation.
c. OLC has talked with Abourezk's staff without apparent
progress. DCI is sending letter to Abourezk.
d. Abourezk has filed an amendment for floor consideration
to restore the words deleted by Senate Foreign Relations Committee.
e. Kissinger has requested that action on aid bill be delayed
for other reasons but Abourezk amendment would be very troublesome.
f. We are discussing matter with Foreign Relations staff and
may take up with the Senator who will manage the bill on the floor

(this may be Senator Sparkman).

Briefing of Mahon Subcommittee on Chile this Tuesday at 11:00.
Meeting with Kissinger, Morgan, Hebert, Nedzi, Frelinghuysen and

Bray this Wednesday at 5:00.
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services may also be procured by firm-term
muitiyear contracts. The description of au-
tomaztic data processing equipment in sub«
section (1) is compatible with the General
Accounting Ofiice interpretation of auto-
matic data processing equipment as it is
used in the Brooks bill.

V. HFARINGS

One day of public hearings were held by
the Ad Hoc Subcommitiee on Federal Pro-
curement, March 27, 1974, during which

. the following four witnesses testified:

Hon. CHARLES H. PErcY, a United States
Senator from the State of Illinois.

PzreER F. McCLOSEEY, President, Comput-
er and Buslness Equipment Manufacturers
Asscclation,

MicHAEL CREEDON,
Lessors Assoclation. |

M. S2Y MeExRER, Commissioner, Automated
Data and Telecommunications Services, Gen-
eral Services Administration.

In lisu of testimony, GAO-submitted its
April 30, 1971 report on muitiyear leasing
and CGovernment-wide purchasing of ADP
equipment (B-115369)% and Its written views
and recommendations on 3. 2785 (B~151204,
March 26, 1974). Both of these documents
are included in
the hearings.

Summary of teatimony

. All four of the witnesses voiced strong
suppoert of the biil’s objective of giving GSA
authority to enter into multiyear leases
through use of the ADP Fund without obll~
gating the total anticipated payments under
the iease. They sald that the Government
should avall itself of the advantages of mul-
tiyear contracting in the same manner and
extent as private business and industry.

Thera was also agreament by the witnesses
that the legislation should facllitate the
widest possible use of the multiyear leasing
authority without interfering with the con-
trols and authorities provided by Public
Lasw 89-308. The Computer and Business
Equipment Manufacturers Association sug-
gested that this could best be done by grant=
ing all agencles the authority to make multi=
year leases as prescribed by the bill. The posi«
tion of the General Services Administration
was that the objective could best be accom-
plsked by retaining the ADP Fund as the
single source of funding for irm-term multi-
year ADP contracts. After reviewing all facets
of the problem, the Subcommittee deter-
mined that delegation by GSA to other agen-
cles to cite and obligate the ADP Fund in
firm-term multiyear contracting would
achleve the objective sought by CBEMA,
while retalning the integrity of the central
management concept prescribed by Fublic
Law 39-308.

President, Computer

Another point on which there was general

agreement was the need to clarify that the

authority to enter Into multiyear leases ap=-

plies not only to leases for hardware, but
also to contracts for software development
and other related services and supplies. This

was accomnodated by the addition of sub- -

section (1).
FOOTNOTES

1 U8, Comptrotler Genernl. Multiyear Leas=

ing And Government-wide Purchasing Of "

Automatic Data Processing Equipment
Should Result in Significant Savings, Wash-
ington, U.5, General Accounting Office, B~
115369, April 30, 1871, .

2Senate Committee on Government Oper=
atlons, Automatic Data Processing Equip-
ment, Report of the Comrlttee, Senate Re-
port 89-938, 80th Congress, 1st Sesslon, 1985,
. pege 38, '

3Ths Report of the Cormmlssion on Gov-

ernment Procurement December 1873, Vol. 3,
_pages $48—49.
1 See note 2, supra, pp. 21, 28, 30,
3 See appendix A,

? See appendix B. .

the Committee record of -
: - poses of the measure.

? See appendix C.
8 See note 1, supra.

 GOOD NEIGHBOR DAY

The joint resolution (&.J. Res. 235)
to authorize and request the Presldent
to issue a proclamation designating the
fourth Sunday in Septeraber of each
year as "“Good Neighbor Liay” was con-
sidered, ordered to be engrossed for &

!

third reading, read the third time, and -

passed, as follows:

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the President
is suthorized and requested lo issue a proc-
lamation designating the fourth Sunday of

September of each year as "Good Neighbor

Day', and calllng upon the people of the’

United -States and interested groups and
organlzations to observe such day with ap-
propriate ceremonies and activities.

Mr. ROBERT C."BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 93-1156), explaining the pur-

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,

&8s follows:
EXCERPY

PURPOSH

The purpose of the joint resolution-is to

authorize and request the President to Issue
a proclamation designating the fourth Sun«
day of each year as “Good Nuighbor Day .
STATEMENT
Our Nation is undergoing & cultural rev-
olution together with a steacdy exodus from

“the intercity to suburban areas and out of
such movement there 13 crested a need for.

cooperation in ths building of new commu-
nities and happler queality of life for all.

A Presidential proclamation designating a
“Good Nelghbor Day" would encourage all
people to practice brotherly love and to pro-
duce a lasting peace and a botter world.

The committee is of the orinion that this
resolution has a meritorious purpose and ac-
cordingly recoramends favorahble considera-

PROPOSED ESTA.BLISHMENT OF A

JOINT COMMITTEE ON INTELLI-
GENCE OVERSIGHT

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I, along
with Senators WEeicker, HarT, CHURCH,
MANSFIELD, HUMPHREY, CRANSTON, MON-
T0YA, INOUYE, BROOKE, PEARSON, and
Javits, send to the desk for appropriate
reference a bill to create within the Con-
gress a Joint Committee on Intelligence
Oversight.

This legislation establishes a l4-mem-
ber joint House-Senate committee, not
dissimilar fo the Joint Committee on’
Atomic Energy, specifically entrusted
with primary oversight and legislative
responsibility for the Federa.l 1ntelligence
community.

While a Joint Committee on Intelll~
gence Oversight will provide Increased
assurance that the various intelligence

“and law-enforcement agencies are abid-

.

ing by the Constitution and the Federal
statutes by which they were created, I
believe that the committee also will
strengthen our legitimate intelligence
gathering capacity through insuring
better coordination between the CIA,
FBI, Secret Service, DIA, NSA, and other
agencies possessing intelligence jurisdic-

‘tion, and through eliminating much of

the current duplication and apparent
jealousy and competition in the intelli~
gence community. Moreover, it is hoped
that Increased ‘congressional oversight
would render the intelligence community

“more responsive to legitimate Presi-

dential and congressional requirements.

My concern regarding congressional
oversight of the Federal intelligence com-
munlty, ag well ag the extent and thor-

~oughness of the information provided

tion of Senate Joint Resolution 238, wtthout

amendment.

e

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Texas.

Mr. TOWER. I yield the floor.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum. I ask
unanimous consent that the time be
charged against the time allotted to me
under the order.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered,
and the clerk wiil call the roll.

Congress by the intelligence community,

stems, in large part, from my service on ..

the Select Committee on Presidential
Campaign Activities. Both in the Water-
gate Committee report and in other se-

lect committee documents, there is found ...

a substantial body of evidence regarding
the activities of the Central Intelligence

. Agency, the Federal Bureau of Investi-

gation, the National Security Council,

-and other govermnmental intelligence

gathering and investigative organiza- -
tions, which provides insight into the ac-

- tivities, as well as the abuses, of these
_organizations.

Unfortunately, I believé. the select
committee staff investigation or inquiry

“into the Central Intelligence Agency

The second assistant legislative clerk .

proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BAKER., Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
RosBerT C. BYrp)., Withou objection, it
is so ordered.

ORDER OF BUSINESS
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

‘the previous order, the Senator from

Tennessee (Mr. Baxer) is recognized for
not to exceed 5 minutes._ . .

connection to the Watergate breakin and

coverup was effectively ended after we .

received a letter from Director Colby,
dated March 7, 1974, stating that the -
Agency would make certain critical clas-
sified information “completely available
to inspection by any member of the CIA
Subcomimittee of the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee” but that he did not
“think it appropriate to turn over to the
select committee” any of this material.
And the committee was then confrontead .
by another, perhaps more effective,
stonewall. I suggest that this is the only
instance of a categorical refusal by any
agency or department of the Government
to cooperate with the select committee.
Nevertheless, I directed the committee
stafl to assemble a report and to fle
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it with ’che committee, I delivered a copy
of that report to the chaiman of the
Appropriations Committee and the
Armed Services Committee, for the use
of their CTA Oversight Subcommittees.
The staff report was lafer “sanitized”
for sensitive and classified material by
the CTA. Mr. President, I shall ask unan-
imous consen: that a copy of this “sani-
tized”
the conclusion of these remarks.
Based on that experience, meaning the
staff CIA report and other investigations,
T believe there is no question that the
Central Inteiligence Agency was “in-
volved” in ‘Watergate; the question is

rather on whose order and for what pur-

pose.

Clearly. the factual circumstances out~
lined in the stafl report are,»in many
cases, inconclusive and lend themselves
to varying -inferences- and interpreta-
tions. I belleve, however, that this very
uncertainty and the inadequacy of the
explanations provided by the CIA, the
White House, and the other agencies in-
volved, highlights the need for s more
effective, single purpose oversight capa-
bility within the Congress of the United
States. It seems apparent that current
congressional committee oversight does
not funection effectively as a deterrent
to those who may seek to utilize govern-

mental intelligence and. investigative

agencles for unlawful or unauthorized
purposes. I wish to say thai [ have noth-
ing but the highest respect and regard
for the members of the current oversight
commitiees, particularly Senators STEN=-
w15 and McCreLraN, but I think their
obvious burdens and responsibilities in
the conventional fields of appropriations
and armed services are such that their

commmitiees are unable to.accord more -

than cusrsory attention to the oversight
function—witness the fact that accord-

ing to ccrmmittee staff, the Armed. Serv-.

ices Cenrtral Intelligence Subcommittee
has conducted only two formal meetings
during tke 932 Congress.

The recommendation of the Select
Committee on Presidential Campaign
Activities tha{ congressional oversight
of the intelligence
strengthened, as well as my own calling
for the creation of a Joint Commitiee on
Intelligence Oversight, were, of course,

based on: the knowledge before the com-~

mittee and in the public domain as of
July of this year. Since that time, the

compelling need for increased congres- -

sional oversight has been increased by
the recent revelation that there are al-
leged major discrepancies in sworn testi-
mony submitted to the Senate Foreign

Relations Committee by high State De- .

partment and  Central Intelligence
Agency officials regarding covert CIA
operations in Chile.
House ard Senate Foreign Relations

. Committees were misled regarding the -

expenditure of 511 million, as authorized
by the so-called Forty Committee, to
preserve the opposition press and politi-
cal parties during the administration of
the late Salvador Allende. -

This circumstance has prompted, I
understand, legislation, inecluding bills
introduced by our distinguished colleague

report be printed in the Rscoxm at -

community ‘be.

Apparentlv, the -

VIO T e YT
from Minnesota (Mr. MowpaLe) and
Congressman HARRINGTON, designed to
provide for increased congressional fore-
knowledge and oversight of such activi-
ties. I commend them for their efforts,
Moreover, displaying remarkable ‘fore~
sight, the distinguished maljority leader
of the Senate, Senator MansFmiLp, intro-

duced legislation in 1953, 1954, and 1955, .

to establish a Joint Committes on Cen-
tral Intelligence. This legislation even-
tually was defeated on April 11, 1956;
but I hope that intervening ecircum-

stances now will compel a different re-

sult.
In closing, I wish to urge that the 93d
Congress enact this legislation, after ap-

propriate committee consideration,- be-

fore adjournment. I am pleased that,
during his most recent press conference,
President Ford indicated that he was go-
ing to meet with the responsible con-

“‘gressional committees to discuss the need

for changes in the intelligence review
process; but I think that we need more
then a.change in the review process, we
need a change in the commitiee struc-
ture. Thus, because of the cost, the se-
crecy, the lack of effective supervision,
the uncertainty of domesic activities, and
the extreme difficulty in obtaining ac-

cess to classified materials, I am of the

opinion that congressional oversight of
governmental intelligence operations
must be entrusted to a committee solely
charged with that responsibility; and
that consideration of this proposal de-
serves priority consideration in the wan-

ing days of this session of the 93d Con-

gress.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the aforementioned Senate
Select Committee staff repori and the
text of the bill which I am introducing
be printed in the Recorp at this point,

There being no objection, the bill and
staff report were ordered to e printed
in the Recorp, as follows: -

' ’ 8. 4019 S
" Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be clted as the “Jolnt Commlittee on
Intelligence Oversight Act of 1974.”
ESTABLISHMENT OF JOINT COMMTITEE ON
INTELLIGENCE OVERSIGHT N

SEC 2. (a) There {s hereby established a
Joint Commlittee on Intelligence Oversight
(hereinafter referred to as the “Jolnt Com-=-

.mittee”) which shall be composed of four-

teenn members appointed as follows:

(1) seven members of the Senate, four to
be appointed by the majorlty leader of the
Senate and three to be appoinzed by the
minority leader of the Senate; and

(2) seven members of the House of Repre-
sentatives, four to be appointed Dy the ma-
Jority leader of the House of Representatives
and three to be appointed by the minority
leader of the Houss of Representatives.

{(b) The Joint Committee shall select a
chairman and a vice chairman from among
its members at the beginning of each Con-
gress. The vice chairman shall act in the
place and stead of the chalirman in the ab-
sence of the chairman. The chairmanshlp and
the vice chalrmanship shall alternate be-
tween the Senate and the House of Repre-
sentatives with cach Congress. The chairman

during each sven-numbered Congress shall .

be selected by the Members of the House of
Representatives on the Joint Cominlttee from
a.mong' their number and the chalrman dur«

RV

Mok b ud

"ing each odd-numbered Congress shall be

selacted by the Members of the Senate on
the Joint Committes {rom among their nume-

ber. The vice chairman during each Congress
shall .he chosen In the same manner from .

that House of Congreas other than the House

of Congress of which the chairman is &

Member,

(c) A majorlty of the members of the
Joint Commilttee shall constifute a quorum
for the transaction of business, except that
the Joint Commmittes may iz a leaser number
as a quorum for the purpose of taking testi-
mony. Vacancles in the membership of the
Joint Committee shall not afect the power
of the remailning members to execute the
functions of the Joint Committee and shall

be fllled in the same manner as In the casa.

of the original appointment.

(d) Service of a Jenator as a member or

as chairman of the Joint Committee shall

not be taken into account for the purposes -

of paragraph 6 of rule XXV of the Standing
Rules of the Senate.

DUTIES OF THE JOINT COMMITTER

8EC. 3. (a) It shall be the duty of the Joint
Committee to conduct a continuing study -

and investigation of the activities and op-
erations of (1) the Central Intelligence
Agency, (2) the Federal Bureau of Investi=
gation, Department of Justlce, (3) the Unitad
States Secret Service, (4) the Defende Ine
telligence Agency, Department of Dafansa,
{(5) the National Security Agency, and (&)
all other departments and agencies of iha
Federal Government insofar as the activities
and operations of such other departments

and agencies pertain to intelligence gather- -

-

ing or surveillance of persons; and to con=- . .-

sider proposals for the improvemsnt and
reorganization of agencles and departments
of the Federal Government within the juris-
diction of the Joint Commlttes,

(b) The Director of the Central Inteill-

gence Agency, the Director of the Federal -

Bureau of Investigation, the Director of the
Secret Service, the Director of the Defense

. Intelligence Agency, and the Dirsctor of the

National Securlty Agency shatl keep the Joint
Commlttee fully and currently informed with
respect to all of the activities of thelr re-
spective organizations, and the heads of all
other departments and agencies of the Fed~

eral Government conducting intelligence ac~

tivitlies or operations or the surveillance of
persons shall keep the Joint Committes fully
and currently informed of all intelligence and
surveillance activities and operations carried
out by thelr respective departments and
agencies. The Joint Committee shall have au~
thority to require from any department or
agency of the Federal Government periodic
written revorts regarding activities and op-

erations within the jurisdiction of the Jomt :

Committee.
{c) (1) Al buls. resolutlons. and other
matters in the Senate or the House of Repra-

sentatives relating primaxily to the functions.

of the Central Intelligence Agency, the Fed«
eral Bureau of Investigation, the United

States Secret Service, the Defense Intelli--

gence Agency, the National Security Agency,
or to intelligence or surveillance activities or
o~eratlons of any other department or agency
of the Federal Government shall be referred
to the Joint Committee.

(2) No fuunds may appropriated for the
purnose of carrying out any intelligence or
surveillance activity or oneration by any
office, or any department or gaceny of the
Federal Government, unless such funds for
such activity or operation have been specifi«
cally authorized by legislation enacted after
the date of enactment of this Act,

(3) No bill or resolution, and no amend-

ment to any bill or resolution, and no matter .

contained in any bill or resolution, in either
House, dealing with any matter which is
within the jurisdiction of the Joint Com-

.mittee shall he considered in that House un-

-
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1ess it i3 a bill or resolution which has been
reported by the Joint Commilitee of that
House (or from the consideration of which
such committee has been discharged) or un-
less it |3 an amendment to such a bill or
resolution. Nothing in thls subsectlon shall
be construed to deprive any committee of

elther House from exercising legislative over- -

sight with respect to intelligence and survell-
1ance activities and operations related to the
jurisdiction of such committee. =~
(4) Members of the Jolnt Committee who
are Members of the Senate shall from time
to time report to the Senate, and members
of the Joint Committee who are Members of
the House of Rapresentatives shall from time
to time report to the House, by bill or other-
. wise, thelr recommendations with respect to
matters within the jurisdiction of their re-
spective Houses and which are referred to the
Jolnt Committee or otherwise within the jur-
isdiction of the Joint Committea.
ADMINISTRATIVE POWERS -

Sec. 4. (a) The Jolnt Committee, or any
subcommilttee thereof, is authorized, in its
discretion: to make expenditures; to employ
personnel; to adopt rules respecting its orga-
nization and procedures; to hold hearings;
to sit and act at any time or place; -to sub-
pena witnesses and documents; with the
prior consent of the Federal department or
agency concerned, to use on-a reimbursable
basls the services of personnel, information,
and facilities of any such department or

agency: to procure printing and binding; to

procure the temporary services (not in ex-
cess of one year) or intermittent services of
individual  consultants, .or- organizations
© thereof, and to provide assistance for the
training of its professional staff, In the same.
manner and under the same conditions as a
standing committee of the Senate may pro-
cure such services and provide such assist-
ance under subsections (1) and (j), respec~
tively, of section 203 of the Legislative Re-
organization Act of 1945; and to take depo-
sitions and other testimony. .

(b) Subpenas may be issued over the sig-
nature of the chairman of the Joint Commit-
tee or by any member designated by him or
the Joint Committee, and may be served by
such person as may be designated by such
chairman or member. The chairman of the
Joint Committes or any member thereof may
administer oaths to witnesses. The provi-
sions of sections 102-104 of the Revised Stat«
utes (2 U.S.C. 192-194) shall apply in the
case of any fallure of any witness to comply
with a subpena or to testily when sum-
moned under authority of this subsection.

CLASSISFICATION OF INFORMATION

Sec. 5. The Joint Commlttes may classify
information originating within the commit~
tee in accordance with standards used gen-
erally by the executive branch - clasalfying
restricted data or defense Infurminiion,

RECORDS OF JOINT COMMITTEE

SEc. 6. The Joint Committes shall keep a
complete record of all Joint Commlttee ac-
tions, including a record of the votes on any
guestion on which a record vote is de-
manded, All records, data, charts, and flles of

the Joint Committee shall be the property -

~ of the Joint Committee and shall be kept in
=he offces of the Joint Committee or such
other places as the Joint Committee may
direct.
EXPENSES OF JOINT COMMITTEE

SEeC. 7. The expenses of the Joint Commit-
tee shall be pald from the contingent fund
of the Senate from funds appropriated for
the Joint Committee, upon vouchers signed -
by the chairman of the Jolnt Committee or
by any member of the Joint Committee au«
thorized by the chalrman.

INTRODUCTION

This report Is submitted at Senator Baker's
request to summarize the highlights of an

St b Sk A
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investigation of CIA activity, If any, in con~ .

nection with the Watergate Incident and
aftermath. It is based on material in the
possession of the Commlttee, both classified
and unclassifled. Tt does not attempt to deal
with all the matters deemed pertinent and
‘important to a full and complete inquiry, but
i3 designed to generally describe the sreas of
interest and concern pursued during the staff
tnvestigation and exacutive session interviews
since the conclusion of the Committce’s pub-
1ic hearings.

In view of the fact that the Commitiee has
chosen to have no further public hearings;
that the Comimlttee stal is in the process
of being reduced in size; that further coop-

.eration by the Agency seems more likely on

the request of the standing jurisdictional

committees rather than on the request of -

the Watergate Committee, and that the total
buden of additional work to complete the in-

vestigation thoroughly is probakly beyond

the competence of the remaining staff in
terms of -numbers and time, Senstor Baker
requested that this memorandum be pre-
pared for submission to the full Committae
for further disposition as the Commlittee
may determine, It is pointed out fthat, while
the report itself 1s not classifled, it makes
reference to, and In some instances guotes
from, material which 1s classified. There-

. fore, each copy of this report has been treated .
for security purposes as If it were classified. -
_'They are numbered and accounted for as In

the case of classified materinl.

The report 1s broken down into seven cate«
gories, tabbed as follows:

(1) Background: A recitation c¢f the first
references to CIA connections ou the part

of the Watergate burglars, reference to the

possibility of CIA involvement by the Presi-
dent in his speech of May 22, 1973, and certaln
other published information and correspond-
ence.

(2) Mullen: The fact that the Mnllen Come
pany and its president, Bob Bennett, had an
established relationship with the CIA is de-
scribed in some detall in this section of the
report. Most of the information contained in
‘this section was discovered after Volume IV
was requested by Senator Baker. The CIA

arranged to release this volume and subse- '

quent documents to the Watergats Commit-
tee in the custody of George Murphy serving
as security officer for the Committze through
an airangement with the Joint Committee
on Atoric Energy.

(3) Penningion: This sectlon derives from
a CIA supplied memorandum dated February
22, 1974, from the then Director of Security,
detalling the Information that Lee R. Pen-
nington, a CIA operative, had entered James
McCord’s house and/or office shortly after
the Wategate breakin for the purpose of de~

stroying. evidence of a CIA connection with.

McCord.

(4) Tapes: This section derives from in-
formation supplied to Senator Baker by Di-
rector Colby that there was a central taping
capabllity at the CIA; that the tapes had
been destroyed, and the possibility that some
of the tapes may have been Walergate re-
Iated. Director Colby stated that i1e did not
know whether Watergtae related tapes had
been destroyed.

{B) TSD: The initials stand for Technlcal
Services Division of the Central Iatelligence
Agency, and the section deals with rather
extensive contacts between Hunt and the

Agency and the support supplied by the:

Agency to Hunt and Liddy, which was used
in s wide variety of undertakings. A number
of factual discrepencies appear in this section
which cannot be effectively reconciled on the
basis of the inforination we now possess—

. such as Hunt's receipt of certaln Agency

technical assistance and contemporaneous
participation in the preparation of the Ells«
berg psychiatric profile:

(6) Martinez: 'This tab refers 70 Eugenlo

u!.rljom. by e Ao
Martinez, one of the Watergate burglars.
The section delineates the Martinez-Agency
relationship, Hunt's early activities in Mi-
ami, the actions taken or not taken by the
Agency's office-in Mlami, and certaln unre-
solved cquesttons,

(7) Recommendations: The seventh tab is
self-explanatory and constitutes the recom=

mendatlons of the staff for further inquiry.
DACKGROUND

In s speech on May 22, 1973, President
Nixon stated in part the following In connec-
tion with the Watergate matier:

“Within s few days, however, I wns advised
that there was a possibliity of CIA involve-
ment in some wWay.

“It did seem to me possible that, because
of the involvement of former CIA person-
nel, and because of some of their apparent
assoclations, the investigation could lead to
the uncovering of covert CIA operations
tatally unrelated to the Watergate break-in.

*“In additlon, by this time, the name of Mr.
Hunt had surfaced in connectlon with Water-
gate, and I was alerted to the fact that he
had previously been a member of the special
investigations unit in the White House.
Therefore, I was also concerned that the
Watergate investigation might well lead to
an inquiry into the activities of the special
investigations unit itself.” :

L4 L B - L] -

“I also had to be deeply concerned with
insuring that neithér the covert operations
of the CIA nor the operations of the speclal
investigations unit should be compromised.

. Therefore, I instructed Mr. Haldeman and

Mr. Ehrlichman to insure that the investiga~
tion of the break-in not expose elther an
unrelated covert operation of the CIA or the -
activities of the White House investigations.
unit—and to see that this was personally

.coordinated betweenn General Walters, the

Deputy Director of the CIA, and Mr. Gray at
the FBI.” :

One of the matters to which the President
was evidently referring was explored by Sen-

‘ator Baker in his guestioning of John Ehr-.

lichman when Ehrlichman appearsd before.
the Select Committee on July 26, 1873. Ehr-
lichman was questioned with regard to miss-
ing paragraph five of a memo from Egil Erogh
and David Young to John Ehrlichman dated
August 11, 1971 :
This was the same matter which had been
brougkt to the attention-of the Minority stafl.
in July of 1973 which resulted in a briefing

'_ot Senator Ervin, Senator Baker, Sam Dash,
and Fred Thompson by White House Coun-

sels Fred Buzhardt and Leonard Garment.
The subject of that briefing s what is now
referred to as the “Admiral Moorer-Yeoman
Radford Incldent.”

With regard to involvement of the CIA
in the Watergate affalr, it should be noted -
that since June 17, 1972, there have been

© numerous newspaper artlcles pointing out

the fact that many of those involved in the
Watergate break-in were former CIA em-~

‘ployees; that CIA equipment was used by

Hunt, and other possible CIA links to Water«
gate. :

In the September 14, 1873, issue of the
National Review, Mlles Copeland wrote an
article entitled “The Unmentlonable Uses of
8 CIA"? suggesting that McCord led the
Watergate burgiars into a trap.

In the November, 1973, issue of Harper's
Magazine, an article entitled ““The Cold War
Comes Home” 3, By Andrew St. George, indi-
cated strongly that former CIA Director
Helms had prior knowledge of the Watergate
break-in. As a result of the St, George allega-
tion, Senator Baker asked Senator Symington

1 See Public. Testimony of John Ehrlichman
dated July 26, 1973, at 2702~2704.

3 National Review, September 14, 1073,
“The Unmentionable Uses of a CIA,” at 996.

3 Harper's Magazine, November, 1873, “The
Cold War Comes Home,” at 83. .
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. and the Senate Armed Services Committee -
to conduct the inquiry into those allegations.
The Senate Armed Services Committes held
hearings on thls matter and heard testimony
Tom CIA officials that the Agency was not
knowledgeable on the Watergate break-in be-
fore it occurrsd; had not led the burglars
into a trap; and, that the magazine allega-
tions had no basis In fact,

It would appear that no information rela- .
tive ta this Committes’s mandate was de-
veloped from the testimony adduced during
the hearings before the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Commlttee on the St. George mattar,

However, In the aftermath of the St.
Georze inquiry, Senator Baker propounded a
number of questions to the
ber B8, 1973, one of which follows: .

7. Questlon: On or after June 17, 1972, did..
any of the Individuals associated with these )
break-ins in any way communicate with any
indlvidual associated with. CTA to diseuss
the Watergate break-ins or the Elisberg psy--
chiatrist office break-in, other than Mr, Mca
Cord who wrote letters to CTA which are
part of the Watergate hearing record?

Answer: On 10 July 1972 an officer of a
commercial concern communicated to .an
employee of CIA information which haq
come to his attention concerning the “Water«
gate Flve” The relationship of this Informe
ant and his company to tha Agency was and
15 classifled. Since this information wns hear-
53y, contalned a repetition of them current
published speculation, and Indicated that the
informant had appeared before the Grand .
Jury on-the matter, no action.was taken, The
employee's hand-written memorandum for .
t22e record on thls matter is contalned in sen=-
siiive material which Ageney officers have
made available for review, but not retention,
by the staffs of the four CIA Subcommlttees
85 well nd the stads of the Senate Select
Committee on Presidential Campalgn Aca-
tivities and the Federsl Prosecutor. Aslde
from this, the Agency had no communlication

. of the type referred 0 in this queation..

An examination of the aforementioned
“sansitive material” ¢ revealed mors than was
tberstofors known about the scope of the
CIA's deallngs with Robert Bannett and
Mullen and Company and led to a further
intensification of the stail's Investigative af«
forts in other CIA-relaied areas.

EOBERT BENNETT AND THE MULLEN AND CO.

The Mullen and Company has malntained
3 relatlonship with the Central Intelligence
Agency since its incorporation in 19592 It

‘provided cover for an agent In Europe and
an agent In ths Far East at the time of the
:Waztergata break-in.2

. Hunt left the CIA in 1970 and Joined Mul-
ilen and Company with what founder Robvert
Mullen understood to be Director Helms'
blessing.? Hunt's covert security cleasrance
was extended by the CIA % he was witting of

i *This material was produced as a pact of
Volume IV of the documents furnished to us
oy the CTIA. :
1 Executive Sesslon Testirmnony of Robert
R. Mullen, February 5, 1974, at 3.
2Executive Session Testimony of Robert
*. Bennett, February 1, 1974, at 25-26; Ex-
‘eutlve Sesslon Testimony of (Mullen and
company Case Officer), February 4, 1974,
1t 3.

3CIA Memorandum, undated, Subject:
“rap-Up of Agency’s Association with
lobert R. Mullen and Company, found at
‘ab 3 of CIA Supplemental Material,
‘olume IIT, at 3:; Executive Session, Testl-
lony of Robert R. Mullen, supra note 1, at .

Executive Session Testimony of Robert
- Beanett, supra note 2, at 87.

*Sez Memorandum for Deputy Director
't Plans, October 14, 1870; Subject:
- Howard Hunt—Utillzation by Central
over Staff, found at Tab 18, CIA -Supplee
-ental Matartals, Volume I3. |
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the Mullen cover?; and, on oceaslon he un-
dertook negotiations with the Agency with
respect to that cover-—even after becoming
employed at the White House (according to
Agency records) .*

Robert Bennett, who 1z Senator Bernett's
son, Jjoined Mullen and Company and be-
came {t8 President tn 1971, He was introduced
to the Mullen CIA case officer in April of Jast
year.” Bennett brought the Hughes Tool ace
count with him to Mullen.® CIA records in=
dicate that Agency consideratlon was glven
to utilizing Mullen's Hughes relatlonship
for a matter relating to a cover arrangement
garner informs«
tion on Robert Maheu. .

Bennet’s accessibility to the CIA has raised
questions concerning possible Agenecy ine
volvement in, or knowledge of, Hennett’s
activities tn regard to Huni/Liddy, to wit:
Bennett suggested and coordinated the De-
Mott interview; regarding Chappaquidick; 10
Bennett coordinated the release of Dita
Besrd's statement from Denver, after con-

- tacting Beard’s attornays at the suggestion
.of a& Hughes executive; ** Bennstt suggested

that Greenspun's safe contained information
of interest to both Hugnes and the CRP;n
Bennett asked for and recelved from Hunt
& price estimate for bugging Clifford Irving
for Hughes; 14 Bennett coordinated the ems-
ployment of political spy Tom Gregory by
Hunt and discussed with Gregory the latter's
refusal to proceed with bugging plans on or
about June 16, 19721 Bennett receivad g,
scrampbler from Hughes personnel for use on
Mullen telephones; ¥ Bernett and Liddy set
up dummy committees as a -condult for
Hughes campalgn contributions; 1¢ and Ben-
nett served as the point of contact betieen
Hunt and Liddy during the two weeks follow-
ing the Watergate break-inat Futhermore,

3Id.; Executive Session Testimony of
Robert R. Mullen, supra note 1, st 9,

® Executive Session Testimony of (Former
Deputy Director of Plans, hereinafter DDP),
February 5, 1974, at 6-10; CIA Memorandum,
undated, Subject: Wrap-Up of Agency's Ase
sociation with Robert R. Mullen and Com-
pany, suprae note 3, at 2.

7 Executive Session Testimony of (Mullen
and Company Case Officer), supra nots 3,
at 12, - .

% Fxecutive Session Testimony of Rolert
F, Bennett, supra note 2, at 133. -

® See [Mullen and Company Case .Officer]
Memorandum for Record, April 30, 1871, Sub-
Ject! Association of Robert R. Mullen and
Company with the Hughes Tool Compeany.
This document is -found at Tab 18, Supple-

. mental CIA Material, Volume IT.

 WExecutive Session Testimony of =,
Howard Hunt, December 18, 1973, at 69-<70; .
Executlve Session Testimony of Robert F.
Bennett, supra, note 2, at 52-65. ’

1 Executive Sesston Testimony of Rotert
F. Bennett, supra note 2, at 93-94.

‘A Executive Session " Testimony of E.

-Howard Hunt, supra note 19, at 8-8; But see”

Executive Session Testimony of Robert E.
Bennett, supra note 2, at 79-84. Bennett in-
dicates that Hunt suggested Bennatt coordi~
nation with Hughes. .

1 Executive Session Testimony of E.
Howard Hunt, supra note 10, at 72-73; Fx-
ecutive Session Testimony of Robert F. Ben-
nett, supra note 2, at 121-124.

1 Staff Interview of 'Thomas J. Gregory,
September 1, 1973, at 5; Executive Sesslon
Testimony of E, Howard Hunt, supra note
10, at 17; Executive Session Testimony of
Robert F. Bennett, supra note 2, at 69-75.

13 Stafl Interview of Linda Jones, Septern-
ber 6, 1973, at 3; Executive Sesston Testimoay
of Robert F. Bennett, supra note 2, at 140,

1 Stafl Interview of Linda Jones, supra nota
15, at 9; See Summarized Hizhlights of Linda °
Jones Interview, dated September 10, 1973.

"Staff Interview of Linda Jones, supra
note 15, at 8; Executive Session Testimony
of Robert F. Bennets, supra

. note 2, at 153-
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Robert Oliver, Mullen’s ‘Washington lobhyiat
for Hughes Tool, is the father of R. Spencar
Oliver, Jr., whose telephone was tapped at
the Democratic National Committee. Ben-
nett met with the Olivers after the break-in
to discuss the bugging.s

" The true nature of Bendatt's relationship
to the CIA was not known to us unttl late
November of 1973 when, at Senator Baker's

. request, the CIA produced another volume

of CIA documents (Volume IV). The follow-
ing informatlon was adduced from this

© volume.

On July 10, 1972, Bennett reparted detalled
knowledge of the Watergate incident to his
CIA case officer. The case officer's report of
this meeting was handwritten 1 and carried
to Director Helms on or hefore July 14, 1972,
in this form because of the sensitivity of
the information.® It revealed that Bannett
had established a “back door entry” to B. B.

Willlams, the attorney for the DNC. 1n nrder -

to “kill off” revelations of the Agency's rela=
tionship with the Muilen and Company in

the course of the DNC lawsult. He agreed to .,

check with the CIA prior to contacting Wil
liams.® Our stafl has confirmed that Bennett
did funnel information to Williams via at=
torney Hobart Taylor and that this informa«

" tion was more ertensive than the information

Bennett had previously provided the Grand
Jury? The CIA has acknowledged paying

one-half of Bennetts attorney fee for his
. Grand Jury appearancess . ’
. Although Bennett wag supplying informa-

tion to the CIA about many aspects of the
Watergate incident and was at that time
serving as licison batween Hunt and Liddy,
there 13 no indication that these facts were
disclosed to the FBI. .

The aforementioned July 10 report con=
talns mysterious reference to a “WH flap.” ¢
The report states that if the Mullen cover ig
terminated, the Watergate could not be used
a3 an excuse.® It suggests that the Agency
might have to level with Mullen about the
“WH flap.” 2 Nonetheless, a July 24, 1972
contact report shows that the CIA convineced
Robert Mullen of the nsed to withdraw its
Far East cover through an “agreeq upon
scenario” which included a falsifled Water-
gate publicity crisis® The Agency advises
that the “WH flap” has reference to a (dele-
tlon ai.Agency request) that threatened to
compromise Western Hemisphere opera-

D — S —— . . .
» Executive Session Testimony. of Robert
F. Bennett, supra note 2, at 100-101.
¥ (Mullen and Company Case Qtficer)
Memorandum for Record, July 10, 1972, Sub-

Ject: Meeting with Robert Ioster Bennett
and his comments concerning E. Howard

" Hunt, Douglas Caddy, and the "Watergate

Five" Incident (sic), found
mental Material, Volume IV.

in CIA Supple-

* Executive Sesston Testimony of (Muwllen

and Company Case Officer), supra note 2, at
20-21, 28-29,

2t (Mullen and Company Case Officer)
Memorandum for Record, supra note 19, at
11-12, ;

2 Robert F, Bennett, Memorandum for Rece
ord, dated January 18, 1973, ot 17; Executive
Sesston Testlmony of Robert F. Bennett,
supra note 2, at 129. See also Hobart Taylor
Interview Report, dated February 11, 1974,

2 CIA Memorandum,
Wrap-Up of Agency’'s Association with Robe
ert R. Mullen and Cormpany, supra note 3,
at 5. .

# (Mullen and Company Case Officer)
Memorandum for Record, supra note 19, at
13-14. .

B Id, at 12-13,

#Id. at 13.

7 (Mullen and Company Case Omfcer)
Memorandum for Record, July 24, 1972, Sub-~
Ject: Withdrawal (Far East) Cover, found in

BHIBIREBBIY 5B gume v, at

undated, Subject:.
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=on to,+ishhold such information from Mul-
len nor explained the significance of same to
Watergate developments.

Thls Agency explanation i3 clouded by
conflleting evidence. The Assistant Deputy
Director of Plans has testified that he s very
familiar with the matter and that it had
rno unique effect on Mullen's cover.® The
Mullen case officer testified that the flap con-
cerned cover.® Bennett, who thought the
reference concerned a "“White House flap,”
dld advise of Information received from the
European cover that a (compromise) ad-~
versely affected a former Mullen cover (de-
leted at Agency request) .’

A memorandum drafted by the Chief of
the Central Cover Staff, CIA, on March 1,
1973, notea that Bennett felt he could handle
the Ervin Committee if the Agency could
handle Hunt.® Bennett even stated that he
had o friend who had intervened with Ervin
on the matter® The same memorandum
suggests that Bennett took relish in impli-

cating Colson in Hunt's activities in the -

press while protecting the Agency at the
same time It is further noted that Bennett
was feeding storles to Bob Woodward who
was "sultably grateful”; that he was making
no attribution to Bennett; and that he was
protecting Bennett and Mullen and Com-
pany.® . :
PENNINGTON MATTER

The results of our investigation clearly

show that the CIA had in its possession, as
early a3 June of 1972, information that one
of their pald operatives, Lee R. Pennington,
Jr., had entered the James McGord. residence
shortly after the Watergate break-in and
destroyed documents which might show a
link between McCord and the CI[4. This in-
formation was not made avallable to this
Committee or anyone else outside the CIA
until February 22, 1974, when a memoran-
dum by the then Director of Security was
furnished to this Comumitteet

The evidence further shows that in Au-
gust of 1572, when the FBI made inquiry
about a "“Pennington,” the Agency response
was to furnish information ebout a former
employee, (with a similar name), who was
obvioualy not the man the FBI was interested
in, and to withhold the name of Lee R. Pen-
nington, Jr.2 .

The Pennington information was known
within the CIA af least at a level as high as
the Director of Security, according to the
(former Chief of the Security Research Staff,

* Executive Session Testimony of (DDE),

supra note 6, at 39; Executive Sesston Tasti- .

raeony of (Mullen and Company Case Officer),
supra note 2, at 43,

= Executive Session Testimony of (Former
Assistant Deputy Director of Plans), Feb-
ruary 28, 1974, transcript not presently avail-
able, ’

™ Executive Session Testimony of (Mullen
and Company Case Officer), supra note 2, at
43.

" Executive Session Testimony of Robert

F. Bennett, supra note 2, at 17-24.
2z ( ) Memorandum for Deputy Di=-
rector for Plans, March 1, 1973, Subject:
“Current Time Magazine Investigation of
Robert R. Mullen & Company Connection
with the Watergate Incident, found In CIA
Supplemental Material, Volume IV, at 4.

#d, .

2 Id.

“Id.

1 See "Memorandum for Director of Intele
ligence,” February 22, 1974, Exhibit 1 to the
Executive Session Testimony of Lee R. Pen-
nington, February 23, 1974,

* Executlve Session Testtmony of (Person-

nel Security Officer No. 1,) February 25, 1974"

at 11-14, 15, 17-18; Executive Session Testi-
mony of (Asa{stant Deputy Director of Per-
sonnel Security), March 2, 1974 (transerip-
tion not presently available.)

Jac s eiel e TaRrin oo Soli, LATUNILE £50e
search Sted}, by whom fennington was re-
tained at 8250 per month unttl December of
19733 In January of this year (Director of
Security), ordered that the Pennington ma-
terials be removed from the CIA Watergate
files when those files were about to be ree
viewed by the CIA’'s Inspector General’s office
in connection with the CIA furnishing this
and other Congressional committees certain

information on the taping capacity at the .

CIA+ Qur Information is that, since the
revelation of the Pennington matter in Fah-
ruary of thia year, (Director of Security'n)
early retirement has been ‘“accepted.”®

It seems that the Pennington matter was
extremely sensitive not only because of the
above-mentioned facts, but bhecause Pen-
nington may have beenva “domestic agent,”
possibly in violation of the CIA’s charters
The Agency has advised that the Securlty
Research Staff was abolished ir. August of
19737 -

All of the above information was produced
by the CIA only as a result of the position
taken by a staff employee of the Personnel
Security Division, [Personnel Sescurity Of-
flce #). Because of the Senator’s and the
stafl's request for documentation and in-
formation relating to the destruction of CIA
tapes and other matters, Deputy Legislative
Counsel prepared a statemnent for Director
Colby’s signature on February 19, 1974, In it
wad the blanket assertion that tae CIA had

produced all Watergate-related information .

for this Committece as well as Iis Congres-
slonal oversight committees.? Because ha was
aware of many of the above facts, (Person-

nel Security Officer #1) made it.clear that

he could not and would not subscribe to

- such a statement.® (Personnel Sccurity Of-

:Executive Session Testirnony of (Chief,
Security Research Stafl) February 24, 1974, at
25-28; Executive iession Testimony of Lee
R. Pennington, supra note 1, at 29. (Note:
The Chlef, Security Research Stafl, was the
recipient of certain of the McCord letters.)

+ Executive Session Testimony of (Persons
nel Security Oficer No. 1), supra note 2 at
48-49, 50-51, 52--b4, 537-59, 5972, .

5The CIA, through its legislative lialson, .

has informed this Committes that (Director
of Security) “retired” on or about Febru-
ary 26, 1974, shortly after his Executive Ses-
sion Testimony hefore this Committee on
February 25, 1974.

¢ See Executive Session Testimony of
(Chlef, Security Research Staff), supra note
3, at 25-26, 30; Executive Sesslon Testimony
of Lee R. Pennington, supra note 1, abt 4-7,
10, 29, In this regard, Volume VIIJ GIA Sup-
plemental Materials references arn apparent
CIA file on'a United States citizen, Jack An~
derson (4349691). This reference is contained
in CIA memoranda In November and Decem-
ber of 1972 which discuss Pennington’s pro-
viding his CIA case officer with a memoran-
dum allegedly written by McCord about Jack
Anderson and others. It should be nated that
the CIA fle on Mr. Pennington was not pro-
vided to this Committee and also apparently
has portions "“missing” from 1t, see Action
Required section of this memorandum, in-
jra, at Miscellaneous, No. 9. :

T Executive Session Testimony of (Director
of Security), February 25, 1974, at 17-18.

8 Supplemental CIA .Materlals, Volume
VIII; see alse Executlve Sesssion Testimony
of (Personnel Security Oficer #1), supra note
2, at 61-63.

® Executive Sesslon Testimony of (Person-
nel Security Officer 1), supra note 2, at 45~
52. In his Executive Session Testlmony, (Per-
sonnel Security Officer #1) states that, at a
meeting on January 22, 1974, 1o discuss
whether the “Pennington matter” should be
withheld from or disclosed to the appropriate
authorities and Congressional comrittees, he
informed his supervisory CIA personnel that
(tr. 62) : . .

jicer fi) wWas 30 €oi ik . CT -
mentary evidence of the Panningion infor-
mation would be destroyed by others in the
ClA that he and a co-employee copied the
relevant memorande and placed them in
their respective personal safes’® This matter

- was subsequently brought to the Inspector

General's attention and the (Director of Se-
curity’s) memorandum of February 22 wos
drafted and made available to this Commite
tee, the oversight committees, and the speclal
Prosector's oflice.1

"~ Our investigation In this area also pro-
duced the fact that, contrary to previous
CIA assertions, the CIA conducted a vigorous
in-house investigation of the Watergate
matter, starting almost’ iramedlately after
the break-in.? As one member of the Secur- '
ity Research Stajf stated they were in a state
of “panic.’’ ® In November and December of - -
1972, (Executive Officer to Director of Secur-
1ty) was speclally assigned to then Execu-
tive Director/Comptroller Colby to conduct
a very secretive investigation of several
Watergate-related matters. (Ececutive Of-
ficer to Director of Security) was instructed
to keep no copies of his findings and to make

.mo records. He did his own typing and uti-

lized no secretaries.ts .

Less clear than tha aforementlioned efforts
to suppress the Pennington information, is
an understanding of Pennington’s actual
role or non-role in the destruction of docu-
ments at the McCord home shortly after the
Watergate break-in. Pennington has testified
that he did not go to the McCord home for
the purpose of searching for or destroying
CIA-related documents, but does acknowl=-
edge witnessing the destruction of docu-
ments by Mrs. McCord and otherss It is
clear from the testimony of others 0 that the
CIA recelved information, evidently from
Pennington, indleating more active particie
pation by operative Pennnlgton. :

o TAPES
- In & meeting In Senator Baker's office
with Director Colby and George Murphy,
following a discussion of the Cushman tape,
Murphy nsked Colby if there were other
tapes, an¢d he replled in the afirmative. In
response to a question from Senator Baker,

“Up to this time we have never removed,
tempered with, obliterated, destiroyed, or
done anything to any Watergate documents,
and we can't be caught in that kind of bind
now. We will not do 1t." (Personnel Security
Officer #1) added that he “didn't cross the
Potomac on (his) way to work in the morn~
ing, and that the Agenoy could do without
its own L. Patrick Gray” (tr. 53). Subse-
quently, (Personnel Security Officer #1)
prevailed and the information was made
available to this and other appropriate Con-
greasional Committees,

o Executive Session Testimony of (Person-
nel Security Officer #1), supre note 2, at
49, 45-52. :

1t See “Memorandum for Director of Cen-
tral Intelligence."” supra, note 1.

‘M Executive Session Testimony of (Per-
sonnel Securlty Officer No. 1), supra note 2,
at 1—4; Executive Session Testimony of (Se-
curity Research Staff Officer), February 235,
1974, at 6, 31-82, 42, 49, .

12 Executive Sesslon Testimony of (Secu-

" rity Research Staff Officer), suprz note 12, at
5

1 Executive Sesslon Testimony ot. (Execu-
tlve Officer to Director of Security), Mareh 3,
1974 (transcription not Ppresently avall-
able).

¥ Executive Session Testimony of Lee R.
Pennlngton, sunre note 1. .

18 Executive Sesslon Testimony of (Secur—
ity Research Staff Officer), supra note 13:

Executive Sesston Testimonvy of {Personnet
Security Officer 1), supra note 2.

Executive Sesston Testimony of (Chief,.
Security Research Staff), supra note 3.
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Coiby furfther acknowledged the prior ex-
Iszance of central taplng capability at the
CIA. Senator Baker then requested that rele-
vant tapes be reviewed and deliversd to the
Cc'nmi*‘ee to which Colby agreed. Shortly
thereaftar, Colby confirmed to Senator Baker
recent press accounts that the tapes had
heen destroyed. In that same connection it
should be polnted out that the stad had
previously interviewed Victor Marchetti, who
stazed upon questioning that he suspected
that there was o central taping system at
the CIA. When the staff broached this sub-
jecs with the Agency’s (Deputy Legisative
Cotnsel) he stated that if there had been
such a srstem, it was no longer in existence.

Stortly before Director Helms left office; and .

approximately one week after Senator Mans-
fleid’s letter requesting that evidentiary ma-
tericls be retained) Helms ordered that the
- tazes be destroyeds Although the CIA is ap-
parently unable to state with any degree of
pr=cision the date on which the tapes were
actually destroyed, testimony Indicates that
1% =as during the week of January 23, 19734
While the CIA claims that the destruction
was not unusual and was one of several
- ‘periodle destructions, two facts seem clear.
* Pirst, the only other destruction for which
the CIA has any record was on January 21,
1072, when tapes for 1984 and 1965 were de-
strcyed (there are no records of periodic
destruction); * and secondly, mnever before
had there been a destruction of all existing
tapes’ It should be noted that there exists

a s=parate taping system for the Office of

Security.® That system 1s still operative, and
the O/3 tapes presumably are still in ex-
istance. The Agency has advised that it haa
T reviewed
wasth office tapes, and duty office tapes
to detsrmine the relevancy of same but
kas not provided these tapes to the Se-
lecs Committee, despite the Cominitiee's re~
quest. The Agency has provided ths Com-
mitiee with two selected transcripts which
purport to constitute, in the opinion of the
Agency, the only Watergate related mateﬂal
. contalned on any taves.

The Japuary, 1973, destruction pertamed
onilF to recordings of room conversations.
However, on Helms' instruction, his secretary
destroyed his transcriptions of both tele-
pheme and room con.versatlons.’ The evtdence

1letter from Senator Mansﬂeld to DCI
_ Helms, claved January 18, 1973, -

2 Executive Sesslon Testimony of (Dtrect.or
. Helms' Secretary) Pebruary 6, 1974, at 14,
See also CIA memorandum for Director of
Security, dated January 31, 1974, at 3. She
siates that she told the technlcians to de-
sircy only Helm’s tapes and not all of the
tapes (E::ecutlve Session Testimony at 34~
35). However, there seems to have been no
doubt in the minds of the techniclans that
ther were to destroy all of the tapes on hand.
Executive Session Testimony of (Office of
Security Technlelan #1), February 6, 1974,
at 23, Executive Sesslon Testimony of (Of-
fice of Security Techanleian #2), Febru-

8, 1974, at 53,

1=xecuiive Session Testimony of (Office
of Security Techniclan #3), supra note 2,

% 39. See also CIA memorandum for Direc-
tor cf Security, supra note 2.

4+ Zxecutive Session Testimony of (Office of-
Sectrity Technlcian #1), supra note 2 at
10. Zxecutive Sesslon Testimony of (Office
of Security Technician #32), supra note 2
‘at 38-37.

3 Zxecutive Session Testimony of (Offce of
Security Technlclan #2), supra note 2 at
20.

¢ CIA memorandum for Director of Secu-
rity. supra note 2 at 4.

T Zxecutive Session Testimony of (Director
Helm's Secretary, supra note 2 at 14, 17, 19;
Executive Session Testimony of Richard
Helms, March 8, 1974 (tmnscrlption not yot
avax.ahle)

5, .,f,t,,‘%«?mw»)t.!xxu

all Office of Security tapes,’.

B PR R

indicates that among those telephone iran-
‘seriptions were conversations with the Presi-
dent, Haldeman, Ehrlichman, and other:
White House officials.? “Helms and (Director
Helm's Secretary) have testified that such
conversations were non-Watergate related”
Unfortunately, any means of corrchoration
is no longer available. We have examined
summsaries of logs rnade available by the *
CIA, but it is impossible to determine who
was taped in. many of the room conversations.
In this regard, even the CIA's analysis does
naot provide this vital informatton. There are
several references to a “Mr. X.”” The CIA has
not produced the actual logs for our exami~
nations. However, we were informed that
there are “gaps’ in the logs,

The circumstances swrrounding the trnm-
scriptions of room aad telephone conversa- .
tions of former Deputy Director (ushmsan .
are bizarre to say the least. When Clushman
testified before the Watergate Ccminlittee
on August 2, 1873, he presented a trauscrip-
tion of the Cushman/Hunt conversation of
July 22, 1971.1® We recently discovered that .
there exists an original, more comploete tran-~
scription; that the original transcription con- -
tained an insignificant but uncompl!mentary
reference to the President; and, that the
original was available to the CIA at the time
of the Committes's hearings in August of
1973. In fact, the original transeript was not
produced until February of this year, the day
before Senator Baker was to listen to the
Cushman/Hunt tape, per his request,

The Cushman/Hunt conversation and one
other were the only two room transcriptions
saved by Cushman's secretary, (presently Di-

rector Colhy’s Secretary, hereinafter referred -

to as Cushman/Colby’s Secratary), and his
assistant (Executive Assistant to Deputy Di--
rector of CIA, he hereinafter referred to as
Exec. Asst. to DDCI), when Cushman’s safe
was cleaned out in December of 1071.% They
claimed that they masie a search for the orig~
inal transcription shortly after the Waters
gate hreak-in but that it was not found, and
thereforas an abbreviated transcripiion was
typed.’? Therefore, we have a search by (Exec.-
Asst. to DDCI) shortly after the Watergate
break-in In June of 1972 and another search
in May of 1973, the original transcript not
having been found until May of 1073. .
" In February of this year (Deputy Legisla=-
tive Counsel)

the transcription of a portion of the Ehr-
lichmsn/Cushman talephona conversation.
(Deputy Legislative Counsel) stated it had
been recently discovered by (Exec. Asst. to
DDCI) .2 It was discovered during (Ezec.
Asst. to DDCI's) third secrch for Wutergate-
related materials, and it was located in the
same file a3 the Cushman/Hunt iranscript.y

The document is especially significant in

_that it quotes Ehrlichman as saying that
_Hunt was working for the President and
that the CIA was to glve Hunt
blanche.” "This, of course, substantiates the .
- CIA’s clalm that Ehrlichman made the orig-

“carte

8 Executive Session Testimony of (Director
Helm's Secretary), supra note 2 at 2

¢ Executive Session Testimony of Helms,
supra note 7; Executive Session Testimony of
(Director Helm’s Secretary), supro riote 2 at
23.

1 Public Testimony of General Robert E..
Cushman at 3291,

1t Executive Session Testimony of (Cush--
man/Colby Secretary), February 21. 1974.

1314, at 64; see also memorandum of (Exec.
Asst. to DDCI), July 23, 1973, Supplemental
CIA Mterlals, Volume IV.

13 See Ehrlichman/Cushman tape transcrip- .
tion, CTIA memorandum “For All Employees”
dated January 31, 1974, at Tab B,

1+ Affiidavit of (Exec. Asst. to DDCT), Febru-
ary 5, 1974, and Executive Session Testimony
of (Exec. Asst. to DDCI), March §, 1974
(transcription not yet avauable)

" to Hunt., Surprisingly,

hand-delivered _to Senator -
" Baker a very significant document. It was

PIVITE

lmn call with regard to the CIA's assistance
wa learned that
(Cushman/Colby Secretary), although she

‘says she was told that Mr. Cushman did not
‘have his calls monitored, did, in fact, monitor
" certain of his calls anyway, especially with

people at the White House, without Cush-
man's knowledyeld The Cushman/Ehrlich-
man transcript was a result of the short-
hand notes she took of a monitored call.W
There are two Interesting aspects to this -
transcription. First, only the Eurllchman
portion of the conversation was transcribed,

contrary to normal practice;¥ and secondly,

Cushman does not recall any reference to

-the President or to “carte blanche."

HUNT—TSD SUPPORT——ELLSBERG PROFILE

The Committee has recelved much testi~ -

-mony over the past several months detailing
the extensive support of Howsrd Hunt by

.CIA personnel with CIA materials and the -
. CIA's role ln the preparation of the psycho=-

logical profiles of Danlel Ellsberg. Howard

Hunt was involved 1n a wide vartety of domes=- -

tic undertakings with the use of CIA equipe=
. ment and the assistance of CIA personnel,
e.g., the burglaries of Dr. Fleldlng's office and
the DNC, the preparation of psychological
profiles on Danlel Ellsberg and the lnvestiga- -
tion of the Chappaquldick incident. In light"
of the facts and circumastances developed

‘through the documents and confileting tes-

timony of CIA personnel adduced by this

-Committee, which are summarized below, the

question arises as to whether the CIA had -

- advance knowledge of the Fielding-break-in,

The Flelding burglary was not made public
until May of 1973, .
While the CIA has previously belatedly ac-
knowledged some of the technical support it
provided to Hunt and Liddy prior to the
Fielding break-in, the CTA has continually
downplayed the extent of that techanical supe
port as well as the specific approval and de-
talled knowledge of such support by high

‘lavel CIA officlals® The scenario of events

culminating in the Fielding break-ln caused

.8 wealth of conflicting testimony among CIA
-officials as referred to hereinafter.

The CIA's assistance to Hunt began on July
22, 1971, when Hunt met with General Cush-
man, then Deputy Director of the CIA, in
Cushman’s office -to request physical dls-
gulse and phony identification to effect a
“one time operation, and out.” 2 This meet~
ing was tape recorded by Cushman. There-
after, pursuant to the specific approval of
both Cushman and then Director of the CIA
Richard Helms, a-member of the CIA'S Tech-

_nical Services Divislon was assigned to pro- -

vide Hunt with the assistance and materials
he requested.® During the next thirty days,
the: CIA technlical staff met with Hunt on

four separate occaslons. Most meetings were
‘held at CIA “safe houses” (dwellings owned --

15 Executive Sesstion Testimony of (Cushe
man/Colby Secretary). supra note 11 at 12—
13.

1 Id. at 17, 18.

17 Id. at 80-81.

" 1B Executive Session Testimony of General
Robert E. Cushman, March 7, 1974 (tran-
scription not yet avallable).

1 See affldavits of Cushman IExec Asst of
DDCI), and (Deputy Chief, TSD), Original
CIA Materials, Volume II, Tab D.

2 Partial tape transcript of July 22 meetmg.
Original CIA Materials, Volums II, Tab X, at
1; see also Cushman's affidavit, 1d., and com-
plete unabridged tape transcript ot July 23

- meeting, CIA Supplemental Materials, Vol=

ume II, Tab 4.
. 3 See Executive Session Testimony of Cen-
eral Robert E. Cushman, March 7, 1974, at 10,

T 12; contra, Executive Sesslon Testimony of

Richard Helms, March 8, 1974, and Testl-
mony of Richard Helms before the Senate
Committee on Approprlatlons. May 18, 1973,
at 155-196.
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cr leased, o * CIA for clandestine meet-
ings).t AL i o ineetlngs Hunt was provided
with the CIA equipmeut and assistance de-
scrived in earller Commiittee testimony, i.e.,
a wig, volce alteration devices, heel Ut to
cause a limp,S fake glasses, phony driver's
licenses and identification cards, a Uher 5000
“ape recorder disguished ln a typewriter case,
a camera hidden in a tobacco pouch, prelims-
{zary steps toward a phony New York tele-
phone answering device, and the developing
pof the film of Hunt and Liddy's reconnals-
3ance T.:'lp to Los Angeles to “case’ Dr. Field~
ing's o%ce.? This assistance was abruptly ter-
rainated on August 27, 1971-—one week before

ne Flelding burglary of September 3, 18717

Recent testimony and documents have de- -

veloped several matters of considerable im-
pert with regard to the assistance provided
Hunt and Liddy. The technician who dealt

with Hunt hag testified that he received ap- .

proval for each and every request of Hunt
from his supervisory officials at the CIA.® He
-also testified that, contrary to earlier and

other CIA testimony, Hunt informed him -

early in August that he would be introducs

~irg a second man (Liddy) to the technlcian -

for the provision of disguise and false iden-
tification® CIA officlals heretofore had

clatmed that Hunt introduced Liddy unan=-
nounced late in August and that this intro- -

duction had been one of the leading causes
for .the CIA’s ultimate termlnation of its
support for Hunt.e

Testimony and documents have also re-
vealed, agaln contrary to the testimony of
high CIA officials, that Hunt's request for a
New York “backstopped” telephone (o tele-
phone with a New York number which would
in reality be anaswered by a Washington CIA
switchboard) answering service was well on
its way to completiont A detalled memo-
randum of the TSD technician, dated August
27, 1071, reveals that the backstopped tele-

ptone request was- about to be Imple- -

mented.’? This memorandum inciudes the
actual relay number to be called. Previous
CIA testlmony had always been {0 the affact
that this telephone request was 50 unrea-
scnable that it was immediately disapproved

& See Executive Session Testimony of (TSD
Technic¢lan 2 1), February 5 and 6, 1974, at
3-25 (February 5 tr.), and Exhibit 1 to that
testimony (notes of (TSD Technleian #1)
compiled contemporaneously with the sup-
port of Hunt) also found in CIA Supple-
mental Materials, Volume VII, Tab 8.

s Staff interview with Howard Hunt, Febru-
ary 4, 1974.

& Public Testimony of Richard I-Ielms and

General Robert E, Cushman, August 2, 1973;°

afidavits of (TSD Technician #1, TSD Tech-
niclan =2, Deputy Chief, TSD, and Exec,
Asst, to DDCI), Original CIA Matenals. Vol-
urce II, Tab D.

T Id.

s Executive Sesslon Testimony of (TSD
Technilclan #1), supra note 4 at 10 (February
6 wr.), at 57 (Februarys tr.).

*Id. at 55-57 (February § tr.); see also
notes referred to in note 4, supra.

> AfRdavits of (Exec. Asst. to DDCI), (Dep-
uty Chief, TSD), Cushman, supra note 1;
memoranda (of Exec. Asst. to DDCI) dated

wigust 23, 26, and 30, Original CTA Materisals,
Vclume II, Tab K; compare Executive Ses-
ston Testimony of (TSD Techniclan #1),

. supra note 4 at 55-56 (February 5 tr.) with
Executive Session Testimony of (Deputy
Ct.lef, TSD), February 5, 1974, at 24,

1 Executive Session Testimony of (TSD
_Technician #1), supra note 4 at 8-10, 12
(Pebruary 8), and Exhibit 1 to (TSD Tech-
nician =1)'s testimony at 5, which detalis
tbe steps taken by the CIA to implement
Hunt's request.

3 7d.

and that it was slsc a leading cause of the
ultimate termination of Hunt's support.2?
Recent testimony slso establilshed thaet the
CIA created a file on Hunt's activities en-
titled the “Mr. Edward” file. This flle was
maintained. outside the normal C{A filing
systerm, and this Committee's requests to
obtain this flle have not been granted, de-
splte the fact that testimony has es zahiished

‘that this file was turned over to Director

Colby after the Watergate break-ln.t More-
over, recent testimony also indlcates that a
“bigot list" (CIA term for treatment of espe=
clally sensitive case restricting access to a
limited number of persons) was created for
Hunt's activities. s

Testimony has (ndicated that the film de-
veloped for Hunt and Liddy was, in fact, of
Dr. Flelding's office.’® Not only was the flim
developed, however, but it was reviewed by
CIA supervisory officials hefore it was re-
turned to Hunt” One CIA official who re-
viewed the filma admitted that he f>und the
photographs “intrigulng” and recognized
them to be of “southern Californla.” s He
then ordered one of the photographs 1o be
blown up. The blow-up revealed D, Field-

ing’s name in the parking lot nect to his

office.® Another CIA official has testified that
he speculated that they were “casing” photo-
graphs.® Recent tesiimony has shown that
the ClA opicial who reviewed thece photo-
graphs immediately reported thelr content to
cushman and his asststant in the office of the
Deputy Director of the ClA® With a degree
of incredulity, however, he denles talling hls
superiors that he blew up one of the photo-
graphs and that it revealed the name of Dr.
Flelding.® Moreover, botah Cushman and his

1 See affidavits of (Exec. Asst. to DDCI), *

(Deputy Chlef, TSD), Cushman, and memo-

‘randa of (Exec. Asst. to DDCI), supra note

10; Executive Session Testimony nf Cush=-
man, March 7, 1974, at 10-21, Moreover,
Executive Sesston Testlmony of Richard
Helms, supra note 3, indlcates that it was
Hunt's request for a secretary which caused
him to order the cut~off of support. This
request, however, occurred on August 18 and
was denied the same or next day, see Execu-
tive Session Tesilmony of (Exec. Asst. to
DDCI), March 6, 1874 (transcription not
presently avallable), conira, testimony of
Rlchard Helms hefore the Senate Committee
on, Appropriationa. supra note 3, at 197.

1 Executive Session Testimony of (Deputy
Chlef, TSD), February 6, 1974, at 14-15; Ex~
ecutive Session Testimony of (Chief, TSD),
February 5, 1974, at 20-30.

13 Executive Session Testimony of (TSD
Techniclan #1), supra note 4, at 2—4 (Feb-
ruary 6 tr.)

18 Bxecutive Session Testimony of (Evecu=-

tive Officer to Director of Security), March .,

3, 1974 (transcription not presently avall-

. able); Stafl Interview of Howard Hunt, supra

note 5 (wherein Hunt indicates that the film
the CIA developed Included shots of a "‘close~
up of (Flelding’s ofiice) door, a close-up of
the directory of (Flelding’'s) building, photo-

‘graphs of the ingress and egress of the park-

ing lot . . .” as well as shots of the inside of

. Flelding’s office, inciuding the top of Fleld-

ing’s desk.

17 Executive Session' Testimony of (’I‘SD
Technical #1), supra note ¢ at 20-24, 52-63
(February 5 tr.); Executlve Session Testi-
mony of (Deputy Chief, TSD), supra note 14
at 4347, -

19 Executive Session Testimony of (Deputy

Chief, TSD), supra note 14 at 44.

w [d, at 45-48.

2 Executive Sesslon Testimony of (Chlef,
'TSD), February 5, 1974, at 19-20, :

2 Executive Session Testimony of (Deputy
Chlef, TSD), supra note 14 at 47=49,

nrd,

hatt ,,.4

assistant denled ever having been told abwut
the content of the photographs by (Deputy
Chief, TSD) or anyone else® In any event,
recent testimony shows that it was only after
these photographs were developed and ex- '
amined that the CIA techniclan dealing with -
Hunt was ordered to cut off all support for
Hunt.* This decision was made hy the Deputy
Director of the CIA (Cushman) and/or the
Director of the CLA (Helms).®

Finally, while previous publlc C‘IA testl~
mony claimed that the CIA “had no contact
whatsoever with Mr. Hunt subsequent to 31
August, 1971," » recent testimony and secret
documents indicate that Hunt had extenslve
contact with the CILA after that date. Not
only did Hunt play a large role in the CIA's
davelopment of psychological profiles on Dan~
iel Ellsberg (not completéd until November
of 1971), but he actually contacted the CIA's '
External . Employment Assistance Branch
(EEAB) and approached active CIA person-
nel regrading several operations, including,
e.g., Hunt's requests to the CIA for person(s)
skilled in lockplcking, elecironic aweepmg.
and entry operations.s

It 1s significant that during the same pe-
riod a8 the ongolng suppart of Hunt by the
CIA, August of 1971, the CIA was also com-«
piling a psycheological profile on Daniel Ells~
berg. Recent testlmony has revealed that
Hunt was deeply involved in that project as
weil.

# Executive Sesslon Testimony of General
Robert E, Cushman, March 7, 1974, at 22-23;
Executlve Session Testimony of (Exec. Asst.
to DDCI), March 6, 1974 (transcription not
presently avalilabla).

= Executive Session’ Testimony of (TSD
Technlcal #1), .supre note 4, at 59—60 and
Exhibit 1 to that testimony.

= Erxecutive Sesslon Testimony of Genera:l
Robert E. Cushman, March 7, 1974, at 31-22, -
16-20; E-ecutive Seasion Testimony of Rich-
ard Helms, March 8, 1974, contra (iranscrip= -
tion not presently availablae).

2 Ligutenant General Vernon A. Walters
Memorandum for Record, July 28, 1972, Origi~
nal CTA Materials, Volume I, Tab 3.

# Contacts after August 31, 1974, indicated
in the Secret Supplemental CIA Madterlials,
include the following: .

(a) Hunt was reterred to (Former CIA om-
ployee) by (Chlef, EEAB) of the CIA's EEAB,
(Chletf, EEAB) retired on June 8, 1972) when

. Hunt requested a “retirad lockplcker” and

entry man in the time period of March-May,
1972, CIA Supplemental Materials, Volume I,

- Tab_4, Memorandum of June 19, 1973,

{(b) Huut, in late 1971, requested some
*‘security types’ to check physical securtty
and monitor telephones in Las Vegas,” In
connection with Hunt's work on the Hughes
account with Mullen and Company. Hunt
was referred by (Chief, EREAB) to an (Agency
propriatary (name deleted at Agency request)
(CIA Supplemental Ma.ter!a.ls Volume I, Tab

4) .

(¢) Hunt contacted (deleted at- Agency Te~-
quest) (an active CTA employee until No-
vember 10, 1972) sometime in late 1971 re-
garding a weekend entry operation. ’

(d) Hunt contacted CIA employee (deleted
at Agency request) in October of 1971 con-
cerning certain Indo-China War documents

"(Original CIA Materials, Volume II, Tab D).

{e) On December 8, 1971, Hunt requested
and received a CIA computer name trace, by
CIA employees, on a person who had allegedly
formed the (deleted name of Latin American

© country at Agency request) National Inde-

pendent Party in December of 1971 (Original
CIA Materials, Volume II, Tab D).

(f) The CIA acknowledges that the Deputy
Director of Plans of the CIA did meet with
Hunt on October 15, 1971 to discuss Mullen
and Company problenu.
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The prepa::rx:.lon of this proflle was specifi-

T cally approved by then Director Heélms in late
July of 1971 The actual compiling of the-
profile wa3 done by, the CIA'sS medical serv--

ices staX and, In particular, its chlef
psychiatrist.® Testimony has indicated that
a meeting was held on August 12, 1971, in
which boh Howard Hunt and Gordon Liddy
participated. They told the CIA psychiatrist
that Ellsberg had been undergoing psychi-
airic analysis. Hunt and Liddy discussed
. with him <=heir desire to "try ETlisberg in
public,” render him ‘‘the ohject of pity
a3 & broken man,” and be able to refer to
Eilsberg’'s "Osdipal complex.” ® At the close
of the meeting, Hunt asked the psychiatlrist

not to reveéal his presence in the profile dis- =~

...... AL

the possible illegality of the profile It
should be noted, however, that In a memo=
randum from the psychiatrists’ CIA super-
, visor to Helms In November of 1971, which
accompanied the completed profile, their
concern 13 expressed as follows:
(DM3S) and (Chief Psychlatrist;
confirmed that thelr worries did net , . .
involve professional ethics or credibility, In-
stead, they are concerned lest theo Apgency’s
« Jnvolvement . . . become known and particu-
larly that 1t alght come to light during any
- proceeding..* * * We will be guiced by
your determination after you have had an
opportunlty to read the new paper.” (Empha-
sls supplied.)® - Lo

- cussions to anyone at the ClA, stating that - 85 derived from the recently curtalled in-
¢ . veatigation of this Committee, would appear -

he already had been in contact with General -
Cushman and was on good terms with Direc~
tor Helms. The psychiatrist has testified
recently that he was, extreinely concerned:

about Hunt's presence- and remarks, He so - .
reported this to his CIA superiors, both -in:,:

memoranda and in a- meeting or August:
20, 1971, Access to the memoranda of both:
the psychiairist and his superiors has been
refused to this Commitiee - ’

The CIA psychiatrist also was glven the

uname of Dr. Flelding as Ellsberg's psychi-

atrist and numerous FBI reports of inter-
7lews with Zllsberg’s associates, as well as
a memorandum of a reported telephone con-
versation between Eilsberg and another
party.® and recent testimony has revealed

that it was reported back to the psychi-.

atrist that Direcior Helms was advised of’
his concerns regarding Hunt's participation
cnd commenis® While Director Helms has
cenled that he was ever told that ¥unt was
Involved In the CIA's Ellsberg proifile proj-
ect,® it Is not without significance that the

time pertod during which the CIA psychi- -

atrist was briefing his superiors of his con-
cerns regarding Hunt was circa August 20,
1971~a weex prior to the developing of
, Hun¥s ilm of “Intriguing” photographs of

_"to raise many unanswered questions as to

“the involvement of the CIA in ma.tters_out;- .

. _slde its legislative parameters. .
’ HUNT-—MARTINBZ—CIA LT

Director Helms, upon being questione
- about Martinez, has consistently testifled to

¢ lttle more than the fact that Eugenio Mare
< tinez was on a $100 per month retainer with

the CIA as an Informant on Cubans of in- -
“terest to the Agency.! Our investigation has.

“revealed relevant Information concerning
~Martinez' CIA relationship, as set out below,
' not previously brought forward in testimony
by CIA offlctals. .. - Co PR :

“Because of Hunt's close relationship ‘with-

Martinez at a time when Martinez was a paid
CIA operative, the basic question arises as to
‘whether the CIA was aware of Hunr’s ac-
tivities early in 1972 when he was recruiting
- Cubang to assist in the Watergate break-in.
‘" Prior to assuming a retalner status In the
summer of 1971, Martinez had been sz full-

at Agency request] endeavors.? In November
. of 1871, a month after his participation in
the Flelding break-in, Martinez mentioned
his contact with Hunt in an allegedly in-
nocuous fashion to his case officer and the

- mmedical ofices In southern Callfornia which.--Miami Chief of Station. There is also evi-

impressed a$ lzast one CIA official as “case
ing" photographas - -

With the alorementioned-background, we .
are reminded that when the second proile
on Ellsberg was completed (completion was-
delayed until November of 1971}, Director
Helms wooxk pains to inform the White House
that: .

“I do wish to underline the point that
our involvement in this matter should not
bo revealed !n any context, formal or ine-
formal' (emphasis added) ..

In his recent testlmony befors this Come-
mittee, Director Helms stated that the above
quoted language represented his concern
only for the professional reputations of the.
CIA psychtatrists and not any concern over

= Affdavit of
hereafter referred to as the DDS) and (Direc-
tor of Medical Services Staff, hereinafter re-
ferred to as ‘e DMSS) and (Chlef of Psychi-
atric Staff on Medlcal Services Stafl, here-
inaiter referred to as Chlef Psychlatrist),

riginal CIA Materials, Volume I, Tab U:
Volume II, Tab D. L. B

=Id. : - o .

» Exexcutive Session Testimony of (Chief
Psychlatrist), March 8, 1874 (transcription
nos presently avallable). :

Id., see also Colby letter refuslng access,
infra. R :

=Id.

= rd. : i

# Executlve Session Testimony of Richard
Helms, supra note 3: Testimony of Richard
Heims bvefore the Senate Armed Services
Commliitee, Mav 17, 1873, at 17,

#3ee EZxacuilve Bession Testimony of

(Chlef, TSD), supra note 20, - -

#Memorandum from Richard Helms to
David Toung, November 9,.1971, Original CIA
Maiterials, Volume I, Tab. J. .

(Deputy Director of Support; -

dence that Martinez had mentioned Hunt
--aven earller to his case officert In Mareh of
1972, Martinez advised the Miami Ghief of

. The facts and circumstances related above, -
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March 27, 1972, the Chief of Statlon recelved
& cryptic response at the direction of the
Assistant Deputy Director of Plans advising
the Chief of Station not to concern himself
with the travels.of Hunt in Miamli, that Hunt
was on domestic White House buainess of an

© unknown nature and that the Chlef of Sta~

tion should “cool it.”’ 7 (It should be remem-

bered that thls was after- the Agency pro- -

vided Hunt with TSD support in July and
August of 1971, It 1s not explained why Hunt,
who had *used” the CIA, was not of more
interest to the Agency, especially when he waa
contacting a current operative, Martinez.)
The tone of this letter infurlated the Chief
of Statlon and left bim umneasy about the

matter.® Accordingly, the Chief of Station re~ -

quested that Martinez prepare in Spanish a
report on-the Hunt information provided the

. Chief of Station In March.® Martinez coms-

plled a “cover story™ 18 on April 5, 1972, after -
" belng told by his case officer not to put any~ .
-thing in the report which might coma back & -
© to haunt him.! The Spanish report, which - :

did not contaln any of the alarming in-
nuendos suggested earlier by Martinez, was
malntained in the Chlef of Station’s file until
alfter the Watergate break-lns -
. It 13 known that Martinez had two case
officers during 1971 and 1972, There i3 con~
flicting evidence concerning the precise date
of the spring, 1972 case officer change-over.w
It s known that Martinez met with his last

" case officer on June 6, 1972, and at that strm~

had at least two reporting requireman®a,
maritime operation Information angd iar.--

‘mation pertaining to possible dermonstes-

" salarled operative Involved in Agency [deleted -

tlons at the Miaml conventions contrary

to earlier- testimony by CIA officials.’s The -

Agency has not afforded this Committee an
unabridged examination of the cass officer
contact reports, despite requests for same,

The Agency has advised that Martinez"

first case officer was on an “African safari”
throughout June of 1872.% The second case

formation from (Martinez’ -Coda Name),

found at Tab 1, CIA Supplemental Materials, . -

Volume II; (COS) (sensitive) letter, March
17, 1972, found at Tabe 1, CIA Supplemental

“Materials, Volume II.

. Station that Hunt was employed by the White '

House and asked the Chief of Station if he
 was sure thuat he had been apprised of all
“ Agency activities in the Miami area’ This

concerned the Chief of Station who csent & -

letter to CIA headquarters requesting Infor- .

mation on Hunt's White House status.t on

% Executive Sesslon Testimony of Richnr_d-‘

Helmas, supre note 3.
. ¥Memorandum from (DDS), CIA Deputy

Director of Support, to Richard Helms, Di« -
. slon Testlmony of Eugenlo Martinez, De~

rector of Central Intelligence, November 9,
71971, Original CIA Materials, Volume II, Tab..
J i

.1 Senate Foreign'Rela.tlons Committee Re-

port of Richard Helms Testimony, Febru- -

ary 7, 1973, at 24, 60; Senate Select Com-~

mittee Transcript of Richard Helms, Testi~ -

mony, August 2, 1973, at 6733-6734, 6814—
6815. - ’
?Executlve Session . Testimony of (Mtami
Chief of Station, hereinafter COS), Febru-
ary 7, 1974, at 5-9. '
}(Martinez’ Case Officer (1971-1972), here-

Inafter referred to as Case Officer #1) Mem-"

-orandum for the Record (excerpt), Ncvem=
ber 19, 1971, Agent (Martinez' Code Name),
found at Tab 1, CIA Supplemental Materinls,
Volume II; Executive Session Testimony
of (COS) supra nots 2, at 14-18.

4{Case Officer #1) Memorandum for the .

Record (excerpt), supre note 3; Executive
Sesslon Testimony of (COS), supra note 2,
at 13.

5 Executive Sesalona Testimony of (C0S),
supra note 2, at 23-27,

sld, at 256-27; See (COS) Memorandum -

for Chlef, (deleted at Agency srequest),
March 17, 1972, Bubject: Misceilansous In=

T Executive Session Testimony of (COS), -
supra note- 2, at 31-34; (Chief, Cuban Op- -
erations Branch, Western Hemisphere Divi-

slon, hereinafter referred to as Chief, COB)
letter to (COS), March 27, 1972, found at Tab
1, CTIA Supplemental Materials, Volume II.
8.Executive Session Testimony of (COS),
supra note 2, at 32, 80, s .

?Id.  at.33-34, 38-40; (Case Officer #1)
Cable (deleted at Agency request), Decem-
ber 15, 1973, found at Tab 2, CIA Supple-
mental Materials, Volume IX; Executive Ses-

cernber 10,1973, at 45—47.
1 Executive Session Testimony of (COS3),

‘supra mnote 2, at 91; see Executive Sesslon

Testimony of Eugenlo Martinez, supra note
9, at 11, ’ :

i Executive Session Testimony of Eugenic
Martinez, supra note 9, at 53, 58-59. (Case

Ofiicer #1) Cable (deleted at Agency re-.

quest), supranote 9.
13 Executive Session Testimony of (COS),

Spanish Report and Translated Spanish Re- -

port, found at Tab 1, CIA Supplemental
Materials, Volume I (attention to discrep-
ancies). '

13Tab 2, CIA Supplemental Matertals, Vol-
ume VI (indicating April 14, 1972 change-
over); Tab 10, Original CIA Materials, Volume
IIT (indicating a March, 1972 change-over);
Executive Sesslon Testimony of (CO8), supra
note 2, at 38 (indicating April 23-30, 1972
change-over), .

1 Executive Session Testimony of (Casa‘

Officer #2), February 4, 1974, at 25-26, 41-42,
13 Supra note 1. )

1 QTA Deputy Leglslative Counsel showed '_
this staff a printed itinerary for the first case
officer which contalned the referenced eatry.
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‘ Urlty fov ibs e perled from
June ° 472 to June 42, 1972, This Infor-
matioir 3 been requested but it {3 avail-

able to 1lie Senate Armed Services Committeo
only. Such information is critical to any
determination as to the chronology of Water=
gate notification and related actions,

3. Access to the five inch reel of tape
labeled, “McCord Incident/18~19 June 1972:"
which was found in the Office of Security

‘on Mareh 1, 1974. It is not known what i3
contained in this tape, but its importance
is obvious, ’ ’

) Miscellaneous

1. Access to the special Watergate flle

formerly maintained in the Office of Security.

This filz was requested as early as mid-Jan=-

uary, 1974, and its existence at that time-

was dented by legislative llalson, Sworn testi-
mony has since. confirmed existence of such

‘s fle, now under control of the Inspector .

General,

tivities of E. Howard Hunt, ‘This was re=

quesied In January of 1874 and was ignored -
We are aware of at least an -

by the Agency.
executive registry file in which Information,
on Hunt was placed in 1971 and suggest that
- thls would be a good starting point for com-
plance with this requess, '

3. Any and all CIA files relating to G. Gor-’

don Liddy during the time frame of Janue
ary, 1970, to the present. When thig request

was made {n January of 1974, the staff wag
information on Liddy was9 -

advised that CIA
Nmited to sensitive briefings, the subject
matter of which was beyond the purview of
thls Comrmittee.® Files relative to these brief-
Ings need to be exan

and September, 1971.

4. Any and all CTA files pertalning to ate
torney (name deleted at Agency request)
and/or his law firm from the perlod January
1971 to the present. While the CIA has con-~

firmed that ( attorney) is a formier case offi- -
cer and that (potentiaily significant infor- -

mation deleted at agency request) during
the period of time that (attorney) served as
counsel for ths Committes to Re-Elect the
. President,? contact reports and memoranda
must be reviewed in raw form before a detere
mination can be made as to the impact of
the aforementioned facts, °

5. Office calandars for Director Helms, Gen-
eral Cushman, and the Deputy Director of
Plans for the time frame from January of
1971 through June or 1973. These calendars
have been previously requested and are crit-
leal to a thorough investigative analysis of
knowledgs available to these respective of-
fleials at the critical times. These calendars
have not been made available to thls staff
for review, * )

6. All record pertaining to'Agency financ- .

ing of Egil Krogh's activities, as evidenced
by sworn testimony before this Commlittee,

Also, interviews of superiors of (Secretary to’

Chief, CIA Narcotics Controt Group) .+

7. Iaterviews of (Chiet, EEAB), (former
outplacement dlrector), (Agency employee),
(Agency employee), (former ‘Agency emw
ployee), (former Agency employee) and at-
torney (former Agency-employae), ell of
whor were either in the employ or were
former employees of the Agency at the time
they discussed Hunt operation activities (in-
c;\_}glng entry operations) during 1971 and
1 .

et et .

*See CIA's response to this inquiry regard-
Ing Liddy, Supplemental Macterials, Volume
I, Tab 13. .

3See CIA’S response to this inquiry regard-
Ing (attornev), CcIra Supplementa_l Materials,
Volume II, Tab 14; IV (CIA Memorandum,
June 28, 1973). .

! See Executive Session Testimony of (Sec-
retary to Chief, CIA Narcotics Control
Group), March 2, 1974, (transcription not
presently avallable). E

ed, particularly in-
light of the time period‘oi' same, i.e.,, August

8. A review of all CIA asctivities (régard-
less of nature or degres of support) in Mex-

‘1co during the calendar year, 1971-1972, This

information, which fa relevant to an objec«
tlve assessment of Cra's poat-Watergate
posture and pre-Watergate potential involve-
ment, has been requested (to an oxtent con-
sistent with national security) since Febh-
ruary 1, 1974.5

9. The “Pennington Ftle,"” whizh wns pre- -

viously requestod and made avallable only
to the House Armed Servicea Oversight Com-
mittee. This fils contalns memoranda and
other documents deallng with the activitles
of the CIA operaiive, Pennington, who was
alleged to havs perticipated in the buraing
of documents in the McCord home after the
Watergate break-in. This file also contalng
data regarding the “domestic activitias" of

Pennington, and the CIA has macie it known,.
that there are “gaps” in this file during cers .

tain relevant tlme periods,

2. Any and all CIA files relating to the ac'-;" “10. At the conclusion of hig Executive

Session on Friday, March 8, 1974, Ambasge

-Sador Helms testifled concerning un individ-

ual In a peculiar position to know the ace
tivitles of . both the Agency anél the FBI.
While Helms knew of no Watergate Informa-
tion in this individual’s possession, other
evidence suggests the contrary. Considera~
tlon should he glven to interviewing thia
individual who has already commenced
preparation of a Watergate-related memo-

randum in response to a previous request by -

the stafr.s i

11. Michael Mastrovito of the Secret Serv
ice should be iInterviewed concerning his
Agency communications on June 17, 1972,

-Agency documents indicate that Mastrovito

agreed to downplay MeCord's Agency - em-
Ployment; that Mastrovito was being prese
sured for information by a Demoecratic state
thalrman; and that Mastrovito
by the CIA that the Agency was concerned
Wwith McCord's emotional stability prior to
his retirement.” -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the the previous order, the Senator from

" Connecticut (Mr, WEIcK=R) is rezognized

for not to exceed 5 minutes, *
- Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I rise
in support of the legislation submitted
by the distinguished Senator from Ten-
nessee (Mr. BAXzER) . -

As I have said on other occaéjons, the-

job which was started a little over a
year ago by the Senate Seleet Clommit-
tee will only be considered a Jjob well
done If we take the facts learned and
construct legislation around those: facts—
more particularly, if we construct legisla-~
tion to see to it that the abuses uncovered

will never oceur again. Unless we do that, .

1§ can be said, with basis in fact, that
the only purpose of the commitiee was
to indulge in acts of sensationalism rath-
er than in acts of legislation,

Insofar as the abuse of the Constitu-
tion and the laws of this country by
the law enforcement Intelligence com-
munity, it cannot be said that ‘Water-
gate was a bad dream. Tt was a fact. The
bill introduced by the distinguished Sen~
ator from Tennessee and the Senator
from Michigan (Mr., HarT), the Senator

_ .

5The CIA, through its legialative liaison,
has confirmed that Mexico 1s an “important
country” to the CIA, but has refused to pro=-

‘vide any other information regarding CTA

Mexican activities. during the 1971-72 time
period.

% See CIA Supplemental Material, Volume
II, Tab 18.

"See CIA cable trailic shortly after the
Watergate break-in, CLA, Supplemental Mate~
rial, Volume VI, :
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from Idaho (Mr. CHxurcH), the Senator
from California (Mr. CransTON), and
myself is intended to prevent a reoccur-~
renrice not of a dream but of a fact.

Indeed, for many years the American
intelligence community has ignored Con-
gress; or, to put it the other way around,
Congress has ignored the American in-
telligence community, The abuses uncov-
ered cannot be considered illogical.
Rather, they are the logieal ending to a
practice of total unaccountability.

In the preparation of my remarks for
delivery this morning. one of the mernm-
bers of my staff had written, “While the
Intelligence activities of Federal agen-
cies have been within the law and in the
national interest.” I turned to him and
sald, “I can’t say that. I don't know that
they have been.”

That is the problem. It is not a prob-
lem that can be resolved solely by tne

‘President of the United States. It i5 as
-much our responsibility and our joh.

I find it interesting that we read in
the newspapers today and viewed on
television last night that there is to be
a briefing of congressional leaders by
the President as to what was going on in
‘the CIA. It that not something that the
cougressional leaders should have known,
without getting a briefing from the Pres-
ident of the United States? Is that not .
something on which perhaps we should
brief the President? Of ‘course, we are
in no position to do so, because we do not
know anything about it.

Whereas I have uncovered certair
abuses in the CIA, the FBI, the militar:
intelligence, and the Secret Service, .-
cannot honestly stand here and say that
that is all that went on, There has been
o agency accountability to Congress.
This is not to say that we do not have
oversight funections in the various com-
mittees, but as the distinguished Sena- - -
tor from Tennessee pointed out. it is an
ancilary duty; it is not the principal duty
of those committees. The chairmen and
the members of those committees have

- substantial burdens in the areas of the

judiclary, forelgn relations, and defense,
So oversight of the law enforcement in-~
community suffers. '
The PRESIDING QFFICER (Mr. Ro-
ERT C. BYrp). The time of the Senator
has expired. Does the Senator desire ad-
ditional time? -
Mr. WEICKER. T request an addi-
tional 2 minutes, ) .
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without -
objection, the time will be taken out of
the time allotted to the Senator from
West Virginia, (Mr, Rosgrr C. Byrp).
Mr. WEICKER. Congress itself has
long been reluctant to ask the hard ques-

" tions, and insist on the palicy super-

vision that assures the accountability
of agencies such as the CIA, the FBI, the
Secret Service, the Defense’ Intelligence
Agency, the National Security Agency,
and numerous others charged with gath-
ering intelligence and surveillance of
persons, :
With no accountakbility, we can readily
anticipate abuse of agency powers and
constitutional rights. The record of
these abuses in the last few years can-
not be dismissed as isolated instances
of individual excesses. It is a record that
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tears at ' ‘nry fabric of our con-
stitutional <~ nocracy.

The les.bou of these abuses of the ng«
tional intelligence function is that ac-
countability cannot be assured without
congressional oversight, oversight that
has constancy, purpose, and real power
to get the facts out.

It is in this interest of strengthemng
this conzressional oversight respon-
. sibility, that Senator BaxEer, Senator

CHURCH, Senator CransToN and I are
today introducing legislation to establish
the Joint Committee on Intelligence
Oversight, with broad powers to au-
thorize,
matters related to the intelligence agen-
cies, as well as to-the intelligence activi-
ties of all other Federal agencies and de«
partments.

In this way, we seek fo consolidate the
_congressional  intelligence  oversight

function in one joint committee with
sweeping powers to demand full and cur-
rent accountability.

Mr. President, this is the opportunity
for Congress to act. The facts are
on the table, and now the American
people look to us for leadership. Oth-
erwise, the abuses that occurred de facto
become a part of the laws of this Nation.
What a tragedy that would be, rin nght
of what those facts say, -

The joint committee would be com-
posed of 14 members evenly divided be-
tween the House and Senate, chosen by
the leadership. In order that this im-
portant committee remains independent
and healthily skeptical, we would en-
courage the leadership of both Houses

to consider some form of rotating mems--

bersnip for the joint commitiee,
The joint committee would possess pri-

‘mary authorization and legislative juris~:

diction over all activities and operations
of: the Central Intellizence Agency, the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, the
U.S. Secret Service, the Defense Intelli-
gence Agency, and the National Secu-
rity Agency, as well as over all intelli-
gence or surveillance activities or oper-
ations of any other department or agency
of the Federal Government,

The bill clearly states that the direc-
tors of tire above-named azencies—
shall keep the Joint Committee fully and

currently informed with respect to all of the -

activitles of thelr respective organizations,
and the heads of all other departments and
agencies of the Federal Government conduct-
ing intelligence activities or operations or the
surveillance of persons shall keep the Joint
Committee fully and currently informed of
all Intelligence and surveillance activitles
and operations carried out by their respective
departments and agencies.

The joint committee may require from
any department or agency of the Federal
Government periodic written reports re-
garding activities and operations within
the jurisdiction of the joint committee.
To back up requests for relevant infor-
~mation, the committee would have full
subpena powers.

Fu"the"more, the proposed legislation
provides that:

No funds may be appropriated for the pur-~ ‘

pose of carrying out any intelligence or sur-
veillance act or operation by any office, or
any department, or agency of the Federal
Government unless such funds for such

investigate, and legislate on

activity or operation have been specifically
autborized by legislation enacted after the
date of enactment oif this act.

Therefore, the budgets of secrel agen-
cies like the CIA and NSA could not he
hidden in Defense appropriation bills,
and no blanket authorizations could be
used to avoid the committee’s scrutiny

" of intelligence agency budgets.

While the creation of the joint com-
mittee would not deprive the current
oversight committees—Armed Services,

Appropriations, Foreign Relatiorns, and -

so forth—of the opportunity to exércise
oversight over intelligence mattars re-

lated to the jurisdiction of thes: com- -

mittees, no legislation or no provision
contained in any legislation dealing with
any matter within the jurisdictior of the
joint committee can be considered by
either House unless such legislation has

‘beent reported by the joint committee or

is a floor amendment to committee leg-
islation. i

And, given national. security consid-
erations, the joint committee would be

empowered to take any and all precau-
tions necessary to maintain the confi-

dentiality of sensitive informatiorn. before
it.

The heanngs last year before the Sen-
ate Select Comumiitee on Presidential

Campaign Activities documented the sys- -

tematic abuse of governmental agencies.
The facts of the White House respon-
siveness programs which pressured Fed-

eral agencies to favor political friends -

and disadvantage enemies are sfartling
indeed. But the litany of White House
domestic and foreign intelligence opera-
tions conducted under the banner of ‘“na-
tional security’ can only be termed a na-
tional disgrace.

The executive branch had at its dis-
posal a massive intelligence apparatus—
the CIA, the FBI, the National Security

. Agency—NSA—and the Defense Intelli-

pence Agency—DIA. The Nixon adminis-
tration simply used at home what had
been developed in clandestine operations
abroad.

This was the proposal of ’I'om Charles

"Huston in his July 1970 memorandum to

White House Chief of Staff H.R. Halde~
man. Houston wrote:

In the past there has been no systematic
effort to mobilize the full resources of the
intelligence community in the internal secu-
rity area. . .. Domestic Intelligence infor-
mation coming into the White House has
been fragmentary and unevaluated. ., . . Un-
like most of the bureaucracy the intelligence
community weilcomes direction and leader-
ship from the White House.

In other words, the intelligence com-~

munity was available, acquiescent and

unaccountable.

And what did this facade of “national
security’” really cover up?

These were the sordid actlvities it jus-
tifled:

In a massive operation, mail sent to a~

Democratic Party was onened and photo=-
gravhed by the U.S. Army.

Military agents spied on a group of Mc-
Govern supporters in Berlin.

Internal Security Division of the Jus-
tice Department on a daily basis, pro-
vided the Committee to Re-Elect the
President information on individuals of &
political and nonpo]itical nature.

An FBI agent was used by the White -~

House to spy on Newsday which was do-
ing an article on one of the Presxdent'
friends.

The FBI conducted an investigatlion on
Daniel Schorr, an investigation designed
by the White House to embarrass and
harass.

The CIA provided support materials to
. Howard Hunt for the purposes of an
illegal entry and burglary into ofilces of
Daniel Ellsberz’s psychiatrist.

This litany could run for pages, but the
message is clear and convincing: Unless
Congress exerclses its oversight responsi-
bility over the inteliigence community,
our constitutional democracy is vulner--
able to continued subversion. :

Congress must act now to reaffrm the
accountability of the American intelli--
gence community.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp an
excerpt from the final Watergate report.’

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

EXCERPTED FROM FINAL WATERGATE REPORT
(By Senator LowzLL WEICKER)
THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY

The attitudes and policles that led to
Watergate had a profound impact on the
intelligence community, from the FBI and .
the CIA to the lesser intemgence sections of
other agencies.

Soon after the new adm_lnlstra.uion took

- office in 1968, there seems to have been a
baslc dissatisfaction within the White-
House as to our exlsting Intelligence capa-
bilities, They were varlously considered too
timld, too bound by tradition, and generally
-incapable of acting effectively with respect
to what thie White House percelved as neces-
sary intelligence.

One of the responses by the White House

.. was to set up a plan, an Intelligence plan,

‘so that the objectives, methods, and results
of the intelligence community would coin-
cide with the White House. This plan was
drafted by Tom Charles uston 1n early
19707 and came to be known as the 1970
Domestic Intelllgence Plan, or the Huston
Plan.

Much of the plan, which has been described
previously,”® was illegal, elther in its objec~
tives or in the methods 1t proposed.

Nevertheless, there are numerous indica-

~tions, in evidence recelved by this Commit-

tee, that the types of activities recommended
in the plan were carried out in the following
years. The net effect was to subvert or
distort the legitimate intelligence functions
of the government,

The plan recommended an expanded use
of electronic survelllance.. However, the ex-
panded wiretapping that took place in
succeeding years was done outside legitimate -
channels, such as the 17 so-called Kissinger -

_taps,!® the tap on Joseph Kraft,*® the

vT According to Mr, Haldeman, “the Presi-
dent set up an interagency committee con-
sisting of the Directors of the FBI, the CIA,
the Defense Intelllgence Agency and the Na-
tional Security Agency,”” and “Mr. Huston,
the White House staff man for this project,
was notified by & memorandum from me of
the anproval of the Precident.” Testimony of
H. R. Haldeman, Vol. 7, 2875.

18 See, notes 183-188.

» Testlmony of Robert Mardlan, Vol. 4,
pp. 2392-2393; John Eprlichman, Vol. 4, p.
2629; and John Dean, Vol. 3, p. 920.

= Testimony of John Dean, Vol. 3, p. 915.
In June, 1960, Ehrllchman directed Caulfield
in lieu of the PBI to place a national security
tap on Krafi's home phone. Caulfleld con-
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Watargate wiieinps, and even the wiretap
on tha President’s brother.®®
The second element of the plan called
for surreptitious entries. Burglaries in fact
took place at the office of Dr. Ellsberg’s
psychiatriss,*¢ at the Democratic National
Committee, at the office of publisher Hank
Greenspun, according to multiple evi-
dence; ™ and were suggested or planned for
the ofces of the Potomac Associntes
The Broozings Institute™ ond Senator -
McGovern's campaign headquarters.>®
Mafl sent to an afiliate of the Democratic
party was opened and photographed by the
United States Army, in a well-documented
and apparently massive operation” and
military agents spled on the Concerned
Americans in Berlin, s group of McGovern.
supperters who were officlally recognized by
the Democratic party.>s .
The specific actions proposed by Huston
are only one aspect of the plan. Equally
important are the policy recommendations,
The heart of this new policy was hetter
coordination and use of existing intelligence
from all areas of the government*® The
means of carrying it out was to he-a new .
inteiligence “Comrnlttee’” sitting above all .
the agencles. Again, the plan was carried
out. :
"On September 17, 1970, an Intelllgence
Evalpation Committee was set up. in the
- White Housed® It was to recelve informa=
tion irom the CIA,-the FBI, the National
Security Acgency, and other intelligence sec-
tlons. Notwithstanding the fact that the
statutes prohtbit the CIA from participating
in any domestic intelligence function, it was
called upon to evaluate domestic' intelli--
gence~gatbering by the other ngencies when
the Intelligence Evaluation Committes was -
set up. This intelligence was to be digested by
the CIA experts and then disseminated for
use wherever useful, regardless of the stat-
utory limits placed on the agency that
collected the information. ™ : :
Wkeat was important about setting up that
Committee was not the work it actually did,
but rather the legitimization of a concept..
That concept was that intelligence functions
of the various agencies were there for what-
ever purpcse the BExecutive decided it

tactec Jacz Regan, former FBI agent, who
ultimately instailed the tap. Executlve Ses-
ston of John Caulfield, March 23, 1974,

= Presidential Press Conference, Novem~
ber 17. 1973. .
= Testimony of Howard
3663. : .

»31Testimony of Howard Hunt, Vol. 9, p.
3887. See Transcripts of Presidential Conver-
satiors, Sept. 15, 1973. ) .

4 White House memo, July 8, 1971, from
John Caulfield to John Dean, stating in part,
“5 penetration i deemed possible it
required.” i -

=8 Testimony of John Dean, Vol. 3, p. 820;
Executive Session of John Caulfield, March
23, 1974, - . .

14 Testimony of Howard Hunt, Vol. 9, D.
3688.

#? Sae, testimony -of Senator Y.owell P.
Welcker, hearings on Warrantless Wiretap-
ping and Electronic Survelllance, relating to-
intelligence activities of the Unlted States
military directed against *“The Concerned
Americans in Berlin,” an affillate of the
American Democratic party. (Exhibit 8)

205 Id. -

3% This was the final section of the 1870
Domestic Intelligence Plan, entitled “Meas-
wures to Improve Domestic Intelligence Oper-
ations.” Vol. 3, Ex. 35, p. 1323. See testi-
mony of John Dean, Vol. 4, p. 1457. .

1 Tha memo t0 the Attorney General de-
scribing the setting up of the IEC was quoted
in fuil in the text of the hearings. Vol. 3,
p. 1063, .

:u Testimony of John Dean, Vol. 3, pp. 916—
919, 1057-1974, and Vol. 4, p. 1457. :

Hunt, Vol. 8, .-

‘stration leaders.®®

wanted, not for the purposes Congress de=
clded by statute.

As an illustration, Mr. McCord testified
that he eventually received information for
use by CRP from the Internal Security Divie
ston of the Justice Department, on & daily
basls 23 It fncluded information from the
¥BI, pertained to indlviduals, and was of a
political as well as non-political nature.2s
This arrangement wasg made pursuant to o
request sent -to Mr. Mitchell from Mr. Mc-

Cord, which led to a call from Assistant’

Attorney General Mardian in which he re-
layed the Attorney General's approval and
told McCord to work through the Internal
Security Division 2+ .

The Internal Security Diviston of the Jus-
tice Department also provided political legal
assistance to the White House. For example,

it provided information regarding cemon= -

strators, and information that would em-
barass Indlividuals in connection with thelr
relationship with demonstrators and cemon=

Another Lllustration of misuse of ‘ntelll-
gence was the request made to the IRS, on
July 1, 1869, by Mr. Huston, to sel up a
means of “reviewing the operatlons of Ideo-
logical- Organizations.” 7% Soon the INS had
set up an “Activists Organizations Commit-
tee,” 17 collecting intelilgence to “find out
generally about the funds of these organiza-
tions.” An internal memo polnted out thaf
“jts activities should he disclosed generally
only to those persons who need to know,
because of its semi-secretive nature.” “We do

‘not want the news medla to be alested to -

what we are attempting to do or Low we
are operating because the disclosure of such
information might embarrass the Adminis-
tration.” “The type of organization in which
we are Interested may be ideological . . .
or other.” "In effect, what we wiil attempt to

do 13 to gather Intelligence data on the orga- -

nizations in which we are interested and to
use a Strike Force concept.” #8 This was not
tax coHection; It was the IRS .being con-
verted into an intelligence agency: antt it was
stopped ln-the midst of this Cominittes's
hearings in mid-1973,

The next step was when the IRS began

gathering intelligence from other parts of the
government, with no attempt made to re-
strict this to taxz-related information. Ar-
rangements were made with the military, the
Internal Security Division of the Justice De-
partment, and the Secret Service to turn over
information on individuals or groups®® 80

=1 McCord received information, including

FBI data, from the Internal Security Division -

of the Justice Department, upon his request

to Attorney General Mitchell. Mitcholl told.
. Mardian to direct Mc¢Cord to LB.D., where

McCord’s contact was John Martin, Chief of

the Evaluation Section. Testimony of James

MeCord, Vol. 1, p. 178.
mwId, ab 181,
4 1d,, at 178, - - :

919,
218 Memo from Tom Huston to Roger Barth,
Asst, Commissooner of IRS, August 14, 1970,

1T See testimony of Senator Lowell P.
Welcker, hearings on Warrantless Wiretap-

ping and Electronic Surveillance, April B, -

1974 (Exhibit 1, memo by D. O, Virdin of the
IRS; report of meeting to set up an "Activists
Organizations Commitfee’). -

218 Id.

712 For example, on December 4, 1969, D. W.
Bacon, Asst. Commlissioner, IRS, contacted
Colonel Heston C. Cole, Counterintelligence
Division, Directorate Qffice of Spectal [nvesti-
gations, and on January 26, 1870 the IRS
contacted Director Rowely of the Secret Serv-
ice, In both cases to coordinate inteliigence-
gathering operations through the Actlvists
Organizations Committee. See, testlriony of
Senator Lowell P. Welcker, hearings on War-
rantless Wiretapping and Electronlic Surveil-
lance, April 8, 1974.

. ent intelligence operation.

215 Testymony of John Dean, Vol. 3, pp. 916~

long as the IRS has the powar to be i 0=
tentlal harassment for the average citizen

< if audits are not conducted on an objective

basls this procedure of developing flles on
dissenting citizens must be questloved. The
more important polnt 1s that IRS duties

‘and responsibilities are apelled out by the

Congress, and such an operation is not one
of them. ) .
The IRS and the Justice Department were

 not the only agencles pressured into assigt~

ing White House intelligence depands. A
Secret Service agent spled on-Senator Mc=
Govern, *° when supposedly protecting him
during the campalgn., When the White House
was informed of this, mo objection was made.

An FBI agent was used by a White House
staff member to spy on a Long Island news-

- paper doing an article on one of the Presl~
_dent's-friends.® The Commerce Department

was called on to provides commercial infor- .
mation In a project that it was hoped would
embarrass, Senator Muskie.2? The Depart-
ment of Defense was used to find out infor-
mation as to Senator McGovern's war rec-
ords, at & time when there were public
charges that he may have acted with coward-
ice. :

“There was testimony %o the effect that
there was nothing short of a basle policy to

) use any governmental agencies to sesk poll=

tically embarrassing information on individ-
uals who were thought to be enemies of the
White House, The so-called “enemles list”
was malntained in the White House for this
purpose, and a memo wWas prepared to lmple-
ment & means of attacking these enemles,™=

Apparently 1t was not enough to maneuver
the intelligence - community and related
agency functions. Plans were made to take
what is clearly a function of government out-
side the governmenst, to set up an independ-

“The first plan was put forth by Mr. Caul-
fleld, in proposals to Messrs, Dean, Mitchell
and FEhriichman, He suggested a private
gecurity entity that would be available for

“White House speclal projects, thereby in-

sulating the White House from its deeds. It
was called Operation Sandwedge.=¢ .

Mr. Caulfleld rejected the Sandwedge plan,
and it was apparently replaced with an op-
eration that came to be known as the
“pPlumbers.” In the meantime, Caulfield be= -
gan conducting inteliigence functions from
a position on the White House counsel's stafl,
functions that properly belong in the sgen-
cies, If anywhere, .

20 (White House memo from Steve Karalekas
to Charles Colson, August 18, 1972, reletring
to the activitles of Agent Boiton. See also,
testimony of John Dean, Vol. 3, pp.- 923, 1071,

2 John Caulfield testifled that he re-
quested a New York City I"BI agent to go out
to the Newsday offices., This was done, nnd
included & report of the newspaper’s con=
fidential publication ~ schedule. Ezxecutive
Sesslon of John Caulfield, March 23, 1974

22 Memo to Oharles Colson from Thomas
Thawley, Deputy Asst. Secretary of Com-

- merce, April 16, 1971,

2 White House memo from John Dean,
August 18, 1971, entitled “Desling With Qur
Political Enemies.” Vol. 4, Ex. 48, p. 1688,

=4 Drafted in late summer 1971, Operation
Sandwedge called for-an offensive intelll- -
gence-gathering operation for infiltration of
campelgn organizations and headquarters
with ‘‘undercover parsonnsl, surveillance of

. Democratic conventions and meetings, de-~

rogatory information-seeking Investigations,
and “black bag” activitles, Though dropped
trom actlve consideration by lata 1971, Op-
eration Sandwedge can be seen as a pre-

.cursor of thé Gemstone Plan which achieved

the capabllities championed by Caulfleld. .
See, Caulfleld Executive Session, March 23, °
1974; See also, Campaign Practices Sectlon
of Select Committee Report, exhibit of mem-
orandum of Caulfleld to Dean entitled “Op-~
eration Sandwedge.” See-also, Vol. 2, p. 786;
Vol. 3, pp. §24~6; Vol. 6, p, 263T.
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Caulfeld was ipstructed, for example, to
develiop political intelligence on Senator Ken-
nedy, including instructions from the Assist-
ant Attorney General to obtain certaln
information nbout the travels of Mary Jo
Kopechne™ When he took the job, he tola
alr. Enrlichman that he would hire an ex-
New Tork City policeman to do investigative
WOrs.= .

Mr. Ulasewicz was then used to collect
informatlon on various enemies, political,
ideoicgical, and personal. A sample of his
activities reveals not only why intelligence
shouwld not be outside the checks of a pro-
fesslonal organization, but also the rather
broad scope of what the White House was in
fact doing. His investigations included such
things as Richard Nizon's old apartment in

New Tork, a Kennedy oficial trip to Hawall,

name checks on White House visitors, the

Presicent’s brother, political contributors to-

a dczen Senators who opposed, the admin-
istration, Jefferson Hospital in Phlladelphia,
ILouis Harris Polls the Businessmen's Educa-
tion Fund, the House of Mercy home f{or
unwed mothers, the U.S. Conference of
Mayors, a comedian named Dixon, Mrs, Rose
Kenredy's secretary, and Birmingham, Ala-

bama City Council, Mayor, and Executive -

Staff.2 And that is just a sample of the
much larger number of his investigations.
Many of them are clearly the responsibility
of established agencles, If they are anybody's
respensibility at all. - -
Eventually, & semi-official unif, the Plumb-
ers, was established within the White House,

with a combination of police and intelligence-

duties. It conducted what Mr, Mitchell re-
farred to in his testimony as the “White
House horrors’.2 According to Mitchell,
these operations were so wrong that If the
President had heard sbout them he would
have “lowered the Boom”, even though there
i3 other evidence that the President did know
about them and didn't lower any boom.=®

TLe legitimate intelligence agencies were -

used to support this operation, specifically
by providing materials for their operations.
General Cushman of the CIA testified that
after a personal request from Mr. Ehrlich-
man, CIA technical services people provided
Mr, Hunt with a drivers license, soclal secu=
rity card, wig, and speech saltering device,

=5In the summer of 1969, when Dean was
working at the Justice Department,\ “then
Deputy Attorney Genersl Klelndienst called
(Dean) into his office and told (him) that

the White House wanted some very important’

information ., . . regarding the foreign iraveis

of Mary Jo Kopechne.” Dean was directed to

obtain the information from Mr, De Loach,
Deputy Director of the FBI, and give 1t to
John Caulfield from the White House. Vol. 3,
p. 922. .

s Thrlichman appointed Caulfield to the
White House staff on April 8, 1989, as a lial-
son -w1th various law enforcement agencies,
with the understanding that the services
of Mr. Ulasewlcz, a retiring New York detec-
tive, would be obtalned. Commencing July,
1969, Ulasewlcz reported on his investigatory
acti7ities to the White House through Caul<
field, on the orders of Mr. Ehrlichman and
. Mr, Dean, Vol, 1, p. 251.

2f See, Commlttee Interviews with Mr.
Ulasewlicz, Mr. Dean, Mr. Caulfleld, Anne
Dawson, Tony LaRocco.

33 2\fr, Mitchell described the Plumbers’
activities which he learned of from Mr. Mar-

dian and Mr. LaRue, as the "White House -

horTer stories,” Vol, 4, pp. 1624-25,

= On March 22, 1973, the day after Mr.
Dearn told the President of the Watergate
related White House horrors and other facts,
the President, according to Mitchell, dis-
cussed the possibility of using Dean as a
liaison with the FErvin Committee, rather
than lowering any boom. Vol 5, p. 1894, °

which were dellvered to a “safs house” off
COIA premises per Hunt's instructions =
Around August, 1971, Hunt began to make
addltional demands on the CIA: frst, for a
stenographer to be brought in irom Parls,

- which Cushman and Director Helms con-

sidered merely a face-saving move and

" rejected. Later demands were made for o tape

recorder in a typewritér case, a camera in &
tobacco pouch, for film developrnent, and for
an additional allas and false papers for an-~
other man (“probably Liddy"), which Ie-
quests came to Cushman’s attention after
they had been granted by the technlical serv=
ices people.s® '

After Hunt's additional demands and a
subsequent request for a New York address
and phone services, Cusbman and Heling de=~
ctded Hunt's requests had exceeded his orig-
inal authority. On August 31, 1971, Hunt
made a final request, for a credit card, which
‘was denled.= '

Mr. Young of the Plumbers unit asked

‘the CIA to do s psychological profile of Dr.

Ellsberg. It was clearly a domestic:.project,
the only one of its type ever requestod, ace
cording to.Gen. Cusahman of the CIA, who
also testified that such proflles are reserved
for forelgn leaders. Nevertheless, it was done,

but Mr. Young considered it unsatisfactory,.

so another profile was prepared and sent,»
Other projects spanned a broad range, such
as spiriting Dita Beard {rom the East Coast
to a Denver hospital, and a subsequeat trip
to Denver -by Hunt In disguise to question
her about the ITT aflajr.® To bring the full
influence of the White House to bear on
this extraordinary activity, Mr. Ehrlichman
testified that he personally - introduced
Messrs. Krough and .Young, who headed up

the Plumbers to the heads of various agen~ .

cles, such as the Secretary of Defense, the
Attorney General, and the Director of the
CIA.®=3

Members of the Plumbers eventually went
on to similar work for the Committee to Re=
elect, Although they were clearly outside the
government, they again used the legitimate
agencies. Ex-CIA employees were recrulted
on the basis of their loyalty to the CIA. Na=

“tional security responsibilities were misused.

Mr. Barker was even told that the interests
of national security he was servinyg were
above the FBI and the CIA,®¢ To reinforce
this position, classified and critical informa-
tion about the mining of Halphong harbor
was relayed to Barker the day befcre the

President’s announcement.®’ This was not

only a misuse of secret Defense Department
intelligence, but it also furthered a misuse
of national security entrustment in the ex-
ecutive branch. . .

=4 Yol. 8, pp. 3292-93.

mId,

=3 Id.

3 Id., at p. 3311.

21 Shortly after the ITT memo wa3 pub-

‘lished in PFebruary, 1872, Mr. Llddy trans- -

ported Dita Beard from Washington to a hos-
pital in Denver. In his interview there, Mr.
Hunt elicited from Dita Beard a publlc
statement that the memo was a fraud. Testi-
mony of Robert Mardlan, Vol. 6, p. 2359;
Howard Hunt, Vol. 9, pp. 37562-53.

26 Mr. Ehrlichman testifies further that

‘Mr. Rrogh and Mr., Young “described the

function of the speclal unit” (the Plumbers)
to the heads of the varlous agencies. Vol. T,
p. 2691. .
*6 Testimony of Bernard Barker, Vol. 1,
p. 360. -
17 Mr. Hunt testifled that he was “in very
general terms aware of" the Presldent’s

speech announcling the bombing of Haiphong -

harbor prior to the speech. Hunt retjuested
that Mr. Barker “attempt to have ag many
telegrams as possible sent to the White
House . . . manifesting approval of the Pres«
ident's move.” Testimony of Howard Hunt,
‘Vol. 8, pp. 3745~46. : c

‘In a different type of situation, Mr. Haide=
man was appointed *'the Lord High Execu-
tioner of leaks”. This technique of attacking
and solving the leaks problem illustrates the
contempt for normal government functions.
Tt resulted in Mr. Caulfield, by hia own testl-
mony, being directed by Ehrlichman to wire=
tap a newsman’s telephone (Josepn Kraft)
in pursuit of a leak,” cutside the safeguards
of government wiretap procedures and regu-
lations. There are capabilitles within the
legitimate operations of our government for
handling such a problem. The attitude that
these problems had to be treated independ-
ently was the same attitude that led to the
17 Kissinger taps being Installed outside

‘normal FBI channels and Mardian’s Instruc«

tions from the President regarding the dis-

"position of those wiretap logs “that related .

to newsmen and White House stafl suspected
of leaking”®* and that led to unusual and
perhaps illegal Whits House involvement in
the Ellsberg casa itself. -

Thera is a reason for demanding that gov~
ernment officials use only the tested and ac-
countable facilitles of government. It has
been illustrated by the kind of projecis un-
dertaken independently by the White House.

The final contemps$ for- the intelligence
community can be seen in efforts to exploit
them in the coverup. Mr. Ehrlichman sald
that he and Mr. Haldeman had spoken to
General Walters and Mr. Helms of the CIA
shortly after the Watergate break-In»0
Ehrlichman further said that Walters was a
friend of the White House and was there to
glve the White House Influence over the
CIA.*t Dean testified that Ehriichman asked
him to explore the possible use of the CIA
with regard to assisting the Watergate
burglars, : .

On June 23, 1972, Mr. Haldeman and M
Ehrlichman met with Director Helms and

- General Cushman of the CIA. According to

Director Helms, Haldeman sald someihing to
the effect that it had been declded that Gen-
eral Walters was to go talk to FBI Director
Gray and Inform him that “these investiga-
tions of the FBI might run into CIA opera-
tions in Mexico” and that 16 might be best
if they were taperad off—or something like
that.» According to General Walters, Halde~
man- directed Helms to inhibit the FBI in-
vestigation on grounds that it would uncover
CIA assets in Mexico. Haldeman aiso indi--
cated he had information the CIA did not
have, and that flve suspects were sufficlent.?+
When Director Helms and Director Gray of
the FBI scheduled a meeting between them-

- selves on June 28, 1972, Mr, Ehrlichman in~-

tervened and canceled the meeting, thus pre-
venting any independent contacts.

At a later time, Mr. Dean discussed with
General Walters the possibility of using cove
ert CIA funds to pay the Watergate defend-

[
a3 See note 21, supra. ' .
™ The Presideat instructed Mr. Mardian

in the fall of 1971 to transfer the logs from

Mr. Sullivan, Assistant Director of the FBI,

to Mr. Ehrlichman, who kept them in his safe

for over a year. Testimony of John Dean,

Vol. 3. pp. 920-31.

20 Ehriichman and Haldeman were in-
structed to insure that covert CIA activities
were not exposed by the Watergate investi-

" gation being conducted by the FBI. Vol. 6,-

p. 2557. -

@ On June 26, 1972, Mr. Dean on Mr.
Mitchell’s suggestion, sought through Mr.
Enrlichman to contact the CIA ds to the
Watergate break-in. Vol. 3, p. 946.

242 Mr, Dean indicated to Gen. Walters that
witnesses were wobbling and could cause
problems, and asked If the CIA could raise -
ball for some of these defendants. Testimony
of John Dean, Vol, 3, p. 1037; Vol. 4, p. 1461.

23 Testimony of Richard Helms, Vol 8,
p. 3238. .

24 Memorandurm of General Walters, Vol. 7,
EX. 101, pp. 2948—49, . :
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. 1973, the CIA was asked
by the Whi' - Lo take custody of Justice
Deparsment i@ un Watergate, but the re-
quest was denled.™* -

Alr. McCord testified that at the time of
the Watergate trial, pressure was brought on
himself and other defendants to claim for
purposes of a defense that Watergate was &
CIA operation.'+

The FBI was likewise abused In numerous
ways. Some of these, such as turning over
Hunt's files to Mr. Gray, have been weill doc-
umented. But there were other examples.

N ! *

The FBI set up the $o-~called Kissinger wire=-

taps outside channels, effectively insulating
them from routine discovery and account-
ability, and at the President's instructions,
Mr. Willliam Sullivan (who had supervised
the wiretaps) turned over all evidence of

them to the White House when it was re-.
portedly related to the President that Hoover -

might use them to preserve his job.** The

FBL ran an investigation of CBS newsman °
Danitet Schorr, in. what was a White House .
tactic to embarrass- him, 'accordmg to one-

witness. @

Mr. Ehrlichman testified: tbat he was in-
;stmcted alter the Watergate. break-in to see-
t that the FBI investigation did nog un-,

cover the Ellsberg break-in or get into the
Pentagon Papers episode -

Mr, ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

I ask uranimous consent that the dis-..

tinguished Senator from Michigan now
te recognized under the order previously
entered, without prejudice to the dis-

tinguished Senator irom Idaho (Mr, -

CHURCH) .

The ACTING PRESIDEENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. METcaLs). Without objection,
it is so ordered.

Mr. HART. Mr. Presxdenb I am de-
lighted to have the opportunity today
to join the Senator from (Yonnecticut
Mr, WEeIcxza), the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CHurcH), and the Senator from
Tennessee (Mr. Baxer) in introducing
proposed legislation fora joint committee

23 Testimony of John Dean, Vol. 3, p. 1937,
¥ On February 9, 1973, Mr, Dean called the
rew Director of the CIA, Mr. Schlesinger, and

suggested that the Justice Department

ha required to return to the CIA a package
of all the materials turned over to Justice
regarding Hunt and the break-in at Dr.

Tielding's office. Mr. Schlesinger and General
Walters decided this was “out of the ques-
tion". Testimony of General Walters, Vol. g,
pp.3417-19.

=7 Testimony of James McCord, Vol. 1, pp.v:

193~98.

>aIn July, 1972, Mr. Sullivan,
Director of the FBI, informed Mr.
of the existence of “some very sensitive na-
tional security surveillance logs that were
not ... in-channel”, that Mr. Hoover might
use to preserve his Job. Mr. Mardian then
few by courier plane to-see the President in
San Clemente, who directed him to obtain

" tke reports from Mr. Sulllvan and deliver:

them to Mr. Ehrlichman. Testimoay of
Robert Mardian, Vol. 8, pp. 2392-93.
= Mr. Haldeman requested Mr., Higby to
direct the FBI to investigate Danlel Schorr.
But “to the dismay of the White House, Mr.
Heover proceeded with a full fleld wide-open
investigation” which became apparent and
“‘put the White House in a rather scrambling
position to explain what had happened.”
Ultimately the White House attempted to ex-
“ plain that Mr. Schorr was being considered
for a Presidential aopointment in the en-
vironmental £eld. Testlmony of John Dean,
Vol. 3, 10H.
=» Testimony of John Ehrlichma.n, Vol. 6,
P 2544.

" FBIL

Assoclate-
Mardian’

to oversee anc evaluate the intelligence

gathering, surveillance. and covert polit-

ical action underts=en by our national

intelligence est: it
Such an ides ! new. It has been

proposed and sidetracked in the past.

"But-as the distinguishied Senator from

North Carolina (Mr. ErviyN) often re-
minds us, the Bible speaks of a time
and a season for everything. Now is the
time, the season, for such a committee.
Hopefully. one legacy of Watergate and
of revealed efforts to subvert elected gov-
ernments abroad will be this overdue
step to reassert democratic control over

foreign policy and to preserve a free en-

vironment; here in America.
To create such a committee does not

-requjre criticism of past efforts by ex-

isting oversight subcommittees in each

House of Congress.to monitor particular-

portions. of -the intelligence com.rnunit_y.
We can recognize the sharo increase in

-public” concern over the threat of im-

proper surveillance and other clandes-
tine activity by Government agencies.
We can recognize as the Senator from
Connecticut has just emphasized, that
Congress needs the bhenefit of compre-
hensive scrutiny of all Government in-
telligence, surveillance and covert politi-

cal operations if it is to carry out its
_constitutional responsibilities and to re-

assure the public.

. And finally, we can recogmze that such
systematic evaluation and monitoring
can best be done by a joint committee

" with the broadest charter, the resources

and the status comparable to the Joint
Atomic Energy Committee.

Mr. President, we have had consider-
able discussion In the past year of such
problems as the alleged national secu-

rity wiretaps on newsmen and others,’

the so-called plumbers’ operations, the
“Co-Intel-Pro” effort to . dis-
rupt and discredit dissident political
groups, and Army surveillance of Ameri-

can citizens. These and many other is--
sues which would be addressed by the.

joint committee proposed here today will
be the subject of further comment as
the merits of this bill are debated. To-
day, let me confine my remarks to

another important area of oversight cov--

ered by this proposal: covert political
operations in foreign countries.

Last week the Center for National Se-
curity  Studies held a very significant
conference on the conduct of covers po-
litical operations—as distinet from in-
telligence gathering—uyv our clandestine
agents in other countries. Participants
included former CIA officials, CIA Di-
rector William Colby. others who have
held responsible positions in the na-
tional security machinery of our Govern-
ment, and informed journalists and
schiolars. One point which emerged from
the conference sessions was that sev-
eral strawman arguments might easily
divert attention from the real issuss in
regard to covert operations. It is im.por-
tant to keep in mind what the issues are
and what they are not.

Those who defend the present opera-:

tions of the CIA and its oversight hy
Congress suggest that critics naively fail
to appreciate our need for accurate in-
telligence., That is nonsense. No one, in-
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cluding those of us introducing this -,
doubts the importance of infelligence -
about what is happening in the world—
or about what might happen which could .
endanger American security. And, of
course, we appreciate that the balance
of nuclear deterrence particularly re-
quires accurate, strategic intelligence..
To question the extent of our covert
political capability and activities 1s nei-
ther to imply that intelligence is bad nor

that we do not need a CIA. Some intelli-

gence gathering must be covert. But we
must keep in mind that much of-it is
derived from careful analysis of open
sources or diplomatic reporting. Most of
the rest, especially in the crucial area
of strategic Intelligence on nuclear
weapons, comes from technical means
such as satellite reconnaissance.
Moreover, evaluation of intelligence iz

“done by the analysts of the CIA's Direc-

torate for Intelligence—and their coun-
terparts at other agencies—and not by
the covert operators. Indeed, one of the
concerns about covert operations is that
they not only may have a distorting ef-
fect on our professed foreizm policy
goals but also that they distort the pri-
orities of the intelligence community. I
think this is true particularly for the
CIA. In some instances, the past or cur-
rent, operations, or future plans, of cov-
ert operations may even affect the objec-"
tivity of the intelligence analyses pro-
vided our top policymakers and to Con-
gress. - :
In short, the organization of the na~
tional security establishment to obtain

-and use intelligence 1s an important

question for our proposed committee to
examine. But it is distinet from the more
pressing quéstion of the impact which
covert political .operations have, both in
other countries and ultfimately in our
own society. :

Second, if our concern is to enhance
the intelligence function and not to do
away with it, neither are we saying that
the United States should never, under
any circumstances, interfere with the in-
ternal affairs of other nations., We could .
not rid ourselves of that option entirely
even if we wanted to do so.

But there is a legitimabte concern
about the far-flung empire of thousands
of agents or contract employees, of large
commercial  cover operations, airlines,
banking operations, and a large bureauc~
racy which together create a tremendous
momentum to use the Agency's covert
“assets’ because they are there,

- . While we may hear a lot ahout the

threat posed by Russia’s nuclear arsenal,
covert political operations have long
since proved of little value against such -
closed societies. Such operations are not
aimed in any significant degree at Mos-
cow or Peking today. .

Rather they are aimed at so-called
third-world countries where penetration
and polifical corruption or clandestine
use of force may he easier but the threat
posed to national security of the United
States is also much- more difficult to
perceive.

As Director Colby noted in a speech be-
fore the conference on covert operations
last week, the world and our perception
of our interests have changed substan-
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tially and ‘itz has affected the impor-
tance of covert operations. Let me quote
briefly from what he said:

It is ndvocated by some that the United
States abandon covert action. This is a le-
gitimate question, and in light of current
American policy, as I have indicated, 1t would
not have & major impact on our current ac-
tivites or the current security of the Uunited
States. I belisve, however, that a soverelgn

 natlon must look abead to chapging circum-

stances. I can envisage [sic] situations in
which the United States might well need to
conduct covert action In the face of some
new threat that developed in the world. :

As he clarified in response to questions
at the conference, it 1s Mr. Colby’s view
that no operations currently underway or
contemplated are vital to our security at
this time. -

His main argument seems o be that we
should maintain this capability because

. times may change. .

No one can deny that the future is un-
certain, but against that we must weigh

* the known costs of maintaining this ca-

pability under current executive branch
decision procedures and congressional
oversight, :

In Laos the President waged a secreb
war financed and run by the CIA. The
Constitution says nothing about a secret

© war—a concept which the Executive now

seems to take as its perogative. The Con-
stitution does not give the President

" power to order advisers who are nomi-

nally civilians into the fleld fo make war
in the secret name of the United States.
In Chile we admittedly spent millions

of dollars over many years., First we.
tried to keep former President Allende-
out of power, and then when he was .

duly elected, to “destabilize” his govern-
ment. We are now told that the lafter
effort, which even a high schocl student
could suspect would spark a coup, was
necessary to “preserve the forces of
democracy in Chile.”

Indeed, former CIA officials and pres-
ent representatives of the State Depart-
ment have suggested that Allende’s gov-
ernment was not to be taken seriously
because it was elected by a mere plural-
ity. Well, so are many elected officials in
the United States, including U.S. Sen-
ators. :

I am afraid we may be glimpsing an at-
titude 21l too reminiscent of the Ameri-
can military officer in Vietnam who
blandly explained to newsmen that we
had to destroy a Vietham village in order
to save it. Are we also prepared to sub-

vert the democratic political process in-

other countries in order to “promote the
forces of democracy 2"’ The result in Chile
at least has been to precipitate a repres=-
sive abolition of constitutional govern-
ment and widespread violation of mini~
mal civil liberties. ’

We had best extricate ourselves from
the quicksand of such Orwellian double-
speak before it is too late. The first step
is to take a very careful look at our
covert operations.

At home the consequences have been
equally troubling: The perceived need

-to deny covert operations has led official

after official in successive administra-
tions to lie to the Congress, or, as the
Executive seems o prefer to describe 1,
to deceive without actually lying. Thus,
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Congress was nob told about the secret
war in Laos because, as one official later
explained, the right question was not
asked. When Mr. Helms was asked the
right question about Chile, he seems to
have lied, ’

Nothing is more corrosive to constitu~
tional government than deception of
Congress by the Executive. If that is the
price for covert operations, it is too high
a price. It becomes an absurd price when
even the Director of Central Intelligence
asserts that cancelling all such opera-
tions would not now have a major im-
pact on our security.

The existence of this covert apparatus
tempts Presidents to use it for {ilegiti~
mate purposes. It is unnecessary tc recite
again the degree of CIA Involvement in
Watergate, much of it denied until ex-
posed in Senator BakEr’s extremely im-
portant report. But we must ask if we
have learned anything. Are we simply
to count on the hope that no fulure
President will be equally tempted?

It is virtually impossible for Congress
to exercise its responsibilities when it Is
ignorant of the facts. Congress could not
long be kept in the dark about operations
such as the Laotian one if a majcrity of
both Houses were to insist—by exercising
their power of the purse—that Congress
should be informed. Catch 22, of course,
is that we cannot demand to be told in-
formation unless we know what that in-

" formation is, and if we knew in the first

place, we would not need to be told.

As Morton Halpern and Jeremy Stone
put it in an earlier analysis of this
problem— ’

The Executive branch thrives on secrecy

_because secrecy frees it from Congresslonal,

Judleial and publie scrutiny. But the Con-
gress suffers from secresy because its power

~i{s based on the abllity to expose, to rally

public opinion, to maintain dialogue hetween
constituents and elected oficlals and the
press.

In a.Asense‘this problem is simply one
part of the larger question of secrecy in
regard to all aspects of national security

affairs—Congress cannot obtain all the.

information it needs, or if it does obtain
it, cannot use it to make a case to the
American people, because the informa-
tion is secret. :

To a great extent, the best approach to
this larger difficulty may be th2 most
direct: simply to point out that the
Emperor has no clothes and that; much
of the withheld material need not be
secret for any reason other than Lo pro-
tect the Executive from criticism or em-
barrassment.

But covert operations are inherently
secret. If they are made public they then
become, by deflnition, part of our overt
foreign policy. One cannot say: ‘“Make
them public and let us have a national
debate on whether we should engage in
this particular covert operation.” But one
can ask: “Is this trip really. necassary?
Do such large scale and frequent covert
operations make sense. When should we
be undertaking them?” :

We can discuss and demand informa-
tion regarding past covert operations.
We can insist that the Congress and the
American people be made aware of, and
understand the implications of the kinds

Cop -

of covert activities we engage in abroad
and the extent and frequency with which
we undertake them.

All of this is essential for Congress to
be able to conduct meaningful oversizht
of foreign policy—oversight which does
not prove superftcial or irrelevant in light
of subsequently revealed secret opera-
tions. )

But for me the most important long-
range issue is th? understanding by the
American people of the impact such op-
erations can have on our own society.

What is its impact on the Government's . -

general attitude toward. deception, on
the Government’s general - attitude
toward dissident poltical views viewed
as a threat to stobility or on its attitude -
toward using dirty tricks and other ques-
tionable means to achieve desired ends?

Mr. President, Disraeli once said of a
political opponent that his consclence
had become an accomplice rather than
a mornl guide. It is important we make
sure that our national conscience re-
mains & guide and does not become our
mere accomplice. Strengthened oversight

of all clandestine activity is an essentlal
element of that resoive.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the entire article by Morton H.

Halperin and Jeremy J. Stone on this - -

subject from which I quoted be included

in the Recorp at this point. :
There being no objection, the article -

was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,

‘as fallows:
SECREQY AND COVERT INTELLIGENCE COLLEG-" -

TYON AND OPERATIONS
(By Morton H. Halperin and Jeremy J. Stone)

We aim in thls paper to asgess the effects
of secrecy on the conduct of American covert
intelligence collection and covert operations,
and the effects of those programs on Amsri-
can soclety and forelgn policy. We begin with
a description of the structure by which the
executive branch plans and carries out covers
intelllgence collection and operatlons and
then briefly ‘discuss covert activities in
which. the United States has engaged since
World War I1. This is followed by an analysis
of the costs of such operations, with particu-
lar emphasis on the decislon-making within
the executive branch, the effect on American
soclety, and the effects on American forsign
policy. We conclude with an anaiysls of the
covert operatlons and intelligence programs
and some speclfic recommendations.

f. THE STRUCTURE OF COVERT INTELLIGENCE
AND OPERATIONS

The only Congressional authorization for
covert Intelligence operations is contained
in the Congressional Act of 1947, which cre~
ated the entire national security system a3
well as the Central Intelligence Agency. The
Act listed the primary functions of the CIA
as advising the National Security Council on
inteliigence matters and correlating and

. evaluating intelllgence related to mnational

security. The fifth item lsted under the
functions of the CIA, under the direction
of the Natlonal Security Council, was: “to
perform such other functions and dutles re-
lated to intelligence affecting the national °
security as the Nntional Security Council
may from time to time direct.”~

Based upon this very general Congresslonal
authority, Presidents have authorized the
CIA to engage in covert Intelligence collec-
tion and covert operations. Over the years,
a structure has grown up within the Amerl-
can government for devising such progranis
and for implementing them.

At the heart of the covert operations is the
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CIA. Withird the CTA such operatlons are cen«
tered in the “Plans Directorate,” under the
Deputy Director of the CIA for Plans (known
83 the DDP). Under the DDP there i3 an as-
sistant in charge of each region of the world
* and operators dealing with particular coun-
tries or arveas. These ofiicials are drawn large-
ly Irom =a career service of covert operators
within the CIA. This grbup is distinct from
the career intelligence analysts, who serve
ouly in Washington and only in the svalua-
. tion of Intelligence material. The covert op-
eraiors (who have a “cover” ldentification
indicating that they work for the Depart-
ment of Defense, the State Department, or
some other agency or private organization)
alternate between assignments in the CIa
headquarters in Langley, Virginia, and as«
stgrnments overseas. R
American embassies have a separate section
staffed by career covert intelligence operators
frora the CIA. The head of this unit, who is
one of the senior cfiicials of’ the embassy
below the ambassador; is known as the CAS
(apparently standing for Chief at Station).
This unit maintains its own. communica=
tlions systems with Washington. In friendly
countries, {ts members often operate as lial-

son with the local intelligence sexvices, but .

in ali cases they.are avallable for the plan-
ning of covert intelligence collection and
operations. o .

The onl7y other resources known to be in
the 8eld to conduct covert intelligence op-
erations are the military attachés attached
to most American embassies. In addltion, the
service intelligence divisions operate intelll~
gence-collection stations on iand, and aboard
ships and airplanes. Many of these operations

are under the auspices of the National Secu-

rity Agency, the group charged with the col-
lecting of communications signals and thelr
evaluation. E ' [

The Natlonsal Security Council Act pro=
vided that other activities should.be con-

ducted only- when the National Security .

Counecil shall direct them from time to time.
In fact, procedures have grown up which
provide for continuing authorization to the
CIA o conduct covert operations and which
put the initiative in the hands of the CIA
to come forward withr. proposals. Beginning
in the late 1830s, covert intelligence collec~
tion and operations have been approved by
a committee chaired by the Special Assistant
to the President for National Security Af-
fairs. The existence of the committee and its
memkgership have never been publicly an-
nounced, and its name (or rather the number

by which 13 1s designated) has changed from -

time o time. It is now apparently known as

the Porty Committes, because its duties were

redefined in National Securlty Decision Mem-
‘orandum number 40, - .

In addition to the Asaistant to the Presie

;dent Zor Natilonal Security Affairs, the mem-
bers of the Forty Committee are the Deputy

Secretary of Defense, the Chairman of the-

Jolnt Chiefs of Staff, the Under Secretary of
State for Political Affairs, and the Director
.0of Central Intelligence. Each member is
staffed by his own department or agency.

For tze Director of Central Intelligance, the -

staffing i1s done by his Deputy Director of
Operations and staff; for the Under Secre-
tary of State, by a small group under an
Assistant Director of-the Bureau of Intellis
gence and Research in the Department of
State; for the Chalrman of the Joint Chiefs,
by the Special Assistant to the Chailrman for
Counter Insurgency and Speclal Activities
(SACSA). Untll very recently, the Deputy

Secretary of Defense was staffed simply by .

one of his military assistants, who relied
) primarily on the evaluations from the Jolnt
Chlefs of Staf, It ts possible that this func-

tlon r£as more recently been taken over by -

the rew Assistant Secretary of Defense. for
Intelligence. The Chalrman of the Forty
Committee, the President’s Assistant for Naw

K

tional Security Affairs, has in the past been
staffed simply by & lisison officer assigned by
the CIA. . ’

Proposals- for covert intelligence collection
or operations normaliy come from the secw
tion of the DDP charged with the relevant
geographic area, and, after informai discus-
slon among the staffs of the members of the
Forty Commlittee, they are approved by the
Committee itself. In some cases, the pro=
posals come from other members of the
committee. .

Evaluation of the proposals is limited to
the members of this Committee and the
stafls designated for tihis purpose. Under nor-
mal procedures, a proposal for a covert oper-

A

ation in Latin America, for example, would

not be cleared by the State Department desk
officer dealing with that Latin American
© country or by the Deputy Assistant Secre-
tary, or even, in some cases, the Asststant
Secretary for Latin American Affairs, Like-
wise, 1t would not be cleared by the Regional

Deputy Assistant Secretary in the Office of .

International Security Affairs i{n the Pen-
‘tagon,- or even by the Assistant Secratary or
.the military officers In. the Joint Staff

particular Latin American country. Within

the CIA itself, proposals for covert opera-

tlons are normally not staffed by the Intele
' ligence Branch of the CIA charged with col
~lating and evaluating intelligence materlals
from all sources. In exceptional caszs, par=
ticular peopla from these various organiza-
tlons may be brought in to consult on a par-
ticular problem, but only at the suferance
of the officials formally involved.

Covert operations and intelligence-gather-
Ing is conducted, then, under & cloak of what
wa will call Super Secrecy. Executive Order
10501 specifically prohibited any clessifica-
tion other than the three categortes it set
out (“top secret,” “secret,” “confidential”)

involving cryptology and atomlic energy).
Nevertheless, covert operations carry addi-
tional classification markings, and access to
them depends on an additional set o clear~
- ances whose very existence is classified. Thus,
Information about them is limited very se=
verely, even within the executive branch.
" Mcst of this paper is devoted to an analysis

of the consequences of tils Super Secrecy for |

executive-branch decision-making, for the
~American constitutional system, and for the
conduct of American foreign policy.

. THE RANGE OF COVERT INTELLIGENCE,

COLLECTION AND OPERATIONS

Covert intelligence operations are of many
dlfferent kinds and raise quite differant is-
sues. The best known concern covert intel-

.charged with planning and pollcy toward the -

and others authorized by law (such as those .

LS e

The Soviet colonel Oleg Ponkovsky Is probe
ably the best-known example of a 5pY.

Beyond covert intelligence~gathering le
the activitles in support of political groups
In a foreign country. Here a line I8 crossed
between efforts to get informatlion and ef-
forts to manipulate. Political partles, labor
unions, student groups, and military ofiicers,
etc., may be given funds, information, or
other help in an effort to win Influence over!
them and to advance shared alms. The firat
such operntion was apparently the massive
American intervention in the 1948 Itallan
election. Later, the United States apparently
sought to buy votes in.the French National
Assembly to secure ratification of the Buro-
pean Defense Community Treaty.

Still greater involvement occurs when in-
surgent movements get covert suppors. Here,
the United States takes a hand in active
struggie. Examples include Indonesia in 1948,
Tibet after 1949, Cuba under Batista, China
immediately after the Communist revolu-
tion, and Eatanga. In Iran, the United States
sponsored a countercoup to restore the Shah.

Still greater support Is involved when the
United States seeks to give covert ald to for- - -
elgn military forces. Here we have assistance
to the South Vietnamese agalnst the Nosth,
to the secret army in Laos, and to the poatit-y
of Jordan.

At the end of thls spectrum lis major o=
vert mlilitary operations. In 1949 the United
States alr-dropped hundreds of agents into
Albania in an effort, much like that of the
Bay of Plgs (another example), to over-

throw the Albanian government. Tipped off -
- by the Soviet spy Harold Philby, the Albani- -
ans had no frouble putting down the revo- -

lution. . . :

Sometimes, covert operations involve do-
mestic maunipulations, and foreign opera-
tions abroad réquire domestic covers. Travel
organizations, student organizations, busi-
nesses, foundatlons, and American labor
unlons may all be asked to help in nroviding
8 base for covert CIA operations, Alternateiy,

- they may be inflitrated—with fow, if zny,

of thelr own higher-ups belng aware of it.
Lastly, the United. States government can-
not credibly deny any involvement in dra- . .

‘maitic attacks or incidents abroad, a coup ' -

in Cambodia or an. Ysraell attack on Ieb~-
anon. promptly brings charges of CIA ine-
volvement. . N .
UI. DISTORTIONS IN DECISION~MAKING ..
The Super Secrecy system under which -
decislons about covert operations are made

“Increases the chances that such operations

© will be chosen over more desirable alternae

ligence-gathering. At the beginning of the-

cold war, the United States had planes en-
gaged In short dashes into Soviet territory.
Later, the U-2 flights overflew the territory
and a special technology was developed for
Just this purpose. Stationed around the
“Communist bloe," there are planes and ships
gatherlng electronlc Intelllgence——iniorma-
tion on the planes flying through Soviet air-
space, transcripts of the conversations of the
< pllots In them, characteristics of Soviet ra-
dars, information on Soviet space and missile

firings, and so on. The Pueblo, captured off

North Korean shores, was such a ship. More
Information comes from satellites encircling
the globe and transmitting or dropping in-
formation to earth. From satellites, very good
plctures of the ground can now be developed.
Covert intelligence gathering also involves
the more traditionsal spy, although the rela-
tive effectiveness of spying has greatly de=
creased. Spies run the gamut from agents
injected intoc a forelgn territory, to forelgn-
. ers recruited for this purpose, to. paid in-
formers in friendly or neutral governraents,
to sympathizers of many kinds and degrees.

i .

tives, reduces the effectiveness with which
they are designed and carried out, distorts
declsion-making . within the executive
branch, and reduces the effectiveness of in- .
telligence evaluation, =~ E : -
The Super Secrecy of covert operatllons

increases the chances that the President will® . -

choose covert action. rather than other, de-
sirable options, which might be adopted
given a free and open debate within the ex-
ecutive branch—and even more clearly i
the Congress and the public were involved.

American Presidents face multiple audi-
ences. Whatever the President does is seen
not only by the foreign group against which
he may be directing his actlon but also by
leaders and active groups in other countries,
by the Congress, and by the American public.
One of the major attractions of covert oper-
ations is that with them one avoids the
multiple-audience problem. If something is
conducted in secret, then one can avold the
fight over means (as well as ends) which
erupts when other audiences - perceive an
ongoing operation. For example, when Presi-
dent Nixon was asked in the summer of 1970

"why the United States had been willing to

cend mlilitary forces-to Vietnam to prevent
the Communist take-over but.was not will-
ing to send American military forces to
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Chile to prevent a Marxlst government from
comizg into power, he replled that the
United States could not send mijlitary forces
to Chile without provoking an adverse po-
1itical reaction inm the rest of Latin America.
Thougn he «did not make it clear at the
time, it was later revealed that the United
States government had engaged In covert
operations in Chile. These operations avolded
the political outery which would come from
an overt step, such as the introduction of
American forces.

A3 compared to alternatives, the necessary
approval for covert operations is easier to
obtain. The President himself can. often
usuaily authorize them without having to

go to Congress for funds or to make & public -

justification. They also seem cheap and easy
because they can usually be disavowed, if
necessary. Indeed, the working definition of
a covert aperation appesrs to be that 1t is
one which can be dlsavowed with impunity.
As with many other aspects of covert opera-
tions of this kind, extreme optimism. seems to

accompany the evaluation of this tactor."

Thus, in the cases of both the U-2 and the
Bay of Pigs, an explicit element of the cal-
culazion leading to the authorization of the
plan was the bellef that it could. be Ais-
avowed with a cover story if it was dis-
covered. . -

The mechanism of decision-making also .

tends to blss the system toward the choos-
ing of covert options. When the United
States government is faced with & problem,
meetings are held to discuss the range of
overt possibilities; they are welghed agalnst

each other in an adversary procedure that

will permit ecritics- of onme proposal to be
heard while the proponents of that pro-
posal are present. Covert operations are not
discussed at such meetings, but are consid-
ered separately at meetings from which ad-
vocates of other proposals, and crities of
covert operations, are excluded. Indeed, par-
ticipants in meatings considering overt op-
tions are often not aware that covert alter~
natives are being considered at other meet-
ings. Those advocating covert operations can
bring them up through the mechanism of
the Forty Committee, and thus do .not have
to compete for the time and attention of
top-ievel decisionmakers,

These same factors serve to reduce efil-
clency in the design and execution. of covers
operations. The Super Secrecy increases the
probability that covert operations will be
desizned and implemented poorly and with
ilttle regard for the realities of the external
world or for appropriate principles of Ameri-
can Sehavior. Many problems arise precisely
because the circle of people involved In co-
vert operations s kept so very small and i3
limised to people who tend to be sympathetic
to such operations. . i

Other aspects of covert operations add to
the general dificulties of getting sny opera-
tion evaluated by the people responsible for
devising it and later responsible for its execu-
tlon. For example, the “play god"” aspect of
covert work——involving as it often does inter-
vention in the internal affairs of other na-
tions—tends to attract people who are likely
to be insensitive to the difficulties of the
worix and to its implications for American
constitutional procedures. Moreover, the cab-
alism~—the close working relationship Dbe-
tween the small number of people involved—
subs:tantially reduces the chance that any
insider will object to somebody else’s favorite
scheme, Oficlals involved from other agencies
are cften slmply on loan from the CIA or
intimately connected with CIA operations.

As in all policy areas, the responsible of-
ficials have an lnterest in keeping the nums-

ber of participants down and to exclude those.
who are likely to be critics. In covert intelll-

gence operations, & speclal tool facilitates
such exclusion: the speclal clearances re-
quired for such operations. A “top secret”
clearance 13 not suflicient; one must get spe~

[N
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_cial clearances the existence of which are

not even known to ofiictals who do noti have
suech clearances. Moreover, authority to grant
them is in the hands of the officials who
manage the prograins, who can use this tool
to exclude anyone they fear might be skepti-
cal or critfcal.

Normally, an official observing an ongoing
policy which he sees a3 a threat to his or-
ganization’s interests, or to the mnational=
securlty interest as he defines it, would at-
tempt to fight his way into the process. He
would argue that he has a speclal expertise
to contribute or that the Interests of hls
organization are involved, In covert opera-
tions, Super Secrecy meakes it extremely dif-
ficult for this to occur.

First of all, the officlal ususlly dous not-
“know that the actlvities are under conslder-

ation or being implemented. The existence of
the speclal clearances makes it dificult to
assert a right to be involved, since one is
asserting the need for a clearance whose
existance one is not supposed to know and
which is supposedly kept to a small number
of people. Thus, someone attempting to Aight
his way into the evaluation of & covert opera~
tion faces not only the normal dificulties of
getting into & new policy arena but special

- problems of appesaring to be jeopardizing

security requirements.

As a result, a person who finally does get
clearad for a particular operation is llkely to
feel that he has been admitted on the suf-

ferance of the planners. He knows he will
-continue to be involved only if he accepts the

basic principles involved and presents his
criticlsm on the edges of the operation.
Someone who 1s skeptical about covert opera=
tions in general, or covert operations in a
particular area, i3 likely not to get the neces-
sary clearances. If he does, he may feel that
he must mute his views or find himss2lf 130
lated and, ultimately, have his clearance
withdrawn.

With the circle of those “in the know"
kept so small, those in it tend to discount
the views of other government officials who
ara not aware of the details of covert opera=
tions, For example, expert estimates of the
unlikelihood of a successful anti-Castro
operation tn Cuba in 1961 were discounted
by the officials who knew about the Bay of
Pigs operation. These officials knew thay were
the only ones receiving all the repor:s from
our covert operations in Cuba; inteiligence
analysts in the CIA and State Depertment
were discounted because they had not re-
celved some of the reports from covert agents
operating within Cubs.

The process by which proposals for cavert
operations move up through the narrow
group of those with necessary clearance re-
duces the likeithood that the senlor officials
on the Forty Committee will examine them
critically. Proposals that come before the
Committee are unanimous because of the
close working relationships of the staffs In-
volved, and they tend to be rubber-stamped
by the committee. Presumably, they are also
rubber-stamped by the President when they
are brought to his sttention. The lack of
vigorous dissent, so common with other pro-
posals of a controversial nature, l2ads to
routine approval.

The inability of top officlals to malntain
control is particularly acute when an oper-
atlon 1s very large. For then the danger of
adverse polltical consequences exists if the
operation is halted after it is well on its
way. In the case of the Bay of Pigs, President
Kennedy was confronted with stalements
from Allen Dulles that if the operation were
to be canceled, Cuban refugees who had been
recruited would talk about it and cause
political problems because of the intense
anti-Castro feeling then rampant in the
United States.

One form of monltoring is often entirely
absent in the case of covert activitles. The
press provides one critical aspect of the
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monttoring system over the President and .
other top offictals. This does not occur with
a covert operation unless 1% reaches such pro=
portions that the press in the fAeld heglns
to learn of it. (Paradoxically, o such cases
the press may serve to alert other parts of
the United States government to what 13
golng on. This appears to have been the casa
in Laos through the 1660s, where covert
activities came to the attentlon of many
government officials through press reports
from Laos.) L

Super Secrecy also reduces the possibillty
of effective monitoring within the American
government. The acknowledged need for
fiexibility in covert operations often makes
it easy to justify discretionary authorlty for

_officials in the fleld to implement an ap=

proved plan. Ambassadors who sometimes
provide effective monitoring or control often
do not know, and do not want to know, ahout
CIA operations in their countries. Moreover,
the CIA controls its own money, peopls, and
communications channels to Washington,
oftenn enabling it to move without normal
internal executive-branch monitoring, by-
passing skeotics who might otherwlse try to
persuade the Prestdent that it was an error
and should be abandoned.

Super Secrecy of decision-making and ex-
ecution of covert operations also casts a
shadow ~over executive-branch decision=
making in general on natlonal security mat-
ters. Creating a speclal class of those with
a “need to know' for covert operntions tends
to give people a sense that on all matters
they are better Informed than others.

Moreover, within the government, lying
becomes an accepted habit. In order to pro-
tect the existence of additional clearances
and of covert operations, officials with access
to Informstion about these things must
routinely decelve other officlals, This lying
breeds cynicism and contempt for those who
are lied to, and.this must influence the en-
tire pattern of dectsion-making.

The most obvious demonstration of how
Super Secrecy distorts executive-branch de- -
cislon-making 1s in the CIA itself. The CIA
was envisioned by President Truman, who
cslled for its creation, and by the Congress
that suthorized 1it, primarily if not exclusive-
1y as an intelligence~evaluation organization.
Prior to its creation, President Truman res
celved intelligence reports from each of the
armed services and from the State Depart-
ment. He felt the need for a single agency
which would collate and evaluate thess re-
ports and which would do so without the
blas that an operating agency had in favor of
its own programs. Thus, Truman wanted a
professional and Independent intelligence
capablilty.

This conception of the CIA’s role differs
markedly from reality because of covert in-
telligence operations. The CIA has always
bHeen dominated by officlals whose primary
concern has been covert. operations rather
than intelligence or evaluation. The only ca-
reer oficlals to be named heads of the CIA—
Allen Dulles, Richard Helms, and Willlam
Colby—rose through the covert side of the
agency, and Helms and Colby were former
DDP’s before becoming Directors. The domi-
nance of covert operatlons within the CIA
has diminished the quality of personnel on
the intelligence side, The officials who work
on intelligence evaluation recognize that they
are not operating in a totally hospltable en=
vironment and are unlikely to rise to the
top.
Moreover, because of its involvement in
operations, the CIA is not the neutral intel-
ligence-evaluation organ that President Tru-
man and others envisioned. It has a policy
ax to grind concerning its covert operations.
The Director of Central Intelligence iz re=-
luctant to put out intelllgence reports that

" contradict a view that the CIA is pressing in |

the Forty Committee or in other covert in-
telligence channels. Suver Secrecy of co-
vert operations also reduces the quality of its
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ti.elilgence o:-* . in that the evaluators
are often unin/w-aed of covert operations
and of matters that would enhance thelr
ability to maxe sensible intélligence inputs.

Thus, the covert operations staff domin-
ating the CIA weakens it In its primary func-
tion of providing objective intelligence evalu-
atjon of ongolng problems. The Vietnam war
{ilustrates this well. The Penetagon Papers
re7=al that intelligence anslysts in the CIA
‘frequently produced much more sensible
estimates of the situation In Vietnam than
other parts.of the intelligence community
did. What the Pentagon Papers do not indi-
cate, because they did not draw on the files
0of American covert operations, {s that the
DDP was as wrong on Vietnam as any other
pars of the government. The CIA was heavily

invoived {n covert operations.in Vietnain, in~

cluding the training and arming of ethnic
mizorities. The CIA operators were optimistic
adout the success of their programs, and the
gveat weight of the CIA effort within the
government was to defend these programs
ratlher than to push the consequences of the
ressimistic intelligence evaluations. ’
IV. BOW COVERT OPERATIONS DISTORT THE
AMERICAN, CONSTITUTIONAL SYSTEM

The American constitutional system - is..
urcdamentally distorted by .secrecy—al-.

*hough the different branches of

are affected In different ways.
Tre executive branch thrives on secrecy

Because secrecy frees it from Congresslonal,

government

judictal, and publle oversight. But the Cona

2Tess suffers from Secrecy because its power
i35 based on the ability to expose, to rally
pubiic oplnion, to maintain a dinlogue be-
vween constituents and elected officlals and
with the press. When a Congressman is told:
‘nas CIA operations are Super Secret, self-

Lterest makes him prefer not to know any--
‘ning abows it. These secret operations are -

langerous o nim—he may be accused of hav-
g breached secrecy if the matter gets out,
et the information is of no political use to

i urpless 1t can be made public. Only a-

2nze of duty can sustain his willingness to
»articipata in hearings on such matters. In«
leed, In the House of Representatives, the

"IA subcommittee of the AppropriationaSub--

ommitiee has a membership that is secret.
"he Congressmen do not want it known ‘who
her arel : . :

TZze Congressmen risk being asked whether

ey xnew of covert operations. In 1971 Sen--

*ors John Stennis and Allen Ellender-—the
‘halrmen of the Armed Services and Appro=

iriations committees, as well as of their OTA .
7ersight  subcommittees—sald that they -

2% nothing about the CIA-financed war
% Laos, surely the CIA'3 biggest operation.

* s hard 0 know whether to belleve these .

2nlais, which would suggest enormous laxity
1 oversight. . : :

Covert operations are especially difficult for
‘onzressmen to come to grips with because
ne7 involve, or seem to involve, men in the
zld—"our boys.” Every effort has to be made
» protect these men and to bring them back
' caught. Thus the flag Is wrapped around
=& sersonnel, if not the funds, that go into
3vers operations. ) : .

So Super Secrecy is at the heart of Con-
ress” problem in fulfilling its function of
versizht of CIA operations. Even the author=
aion for CIA activiiles was promptly dis=
wted in secrecy. The National Security Act
ithorized the CIA to: “perform for the bene-
¢ of the eristing intelligence agencies such
1dizicnal services of common concern as the
ational Security Council determines can he
ore effectively accomplished centrally; per=-
T such other functions and duties re-
ted to intelligence aecting the natlonal
curity as the National Security Councl]
ay Irom time to time direct” (italics added).
But secret directives promptly expanded
.ese funesions. Overthrowing governmeritg,
Cret wars, assassinations, .and fxing elece

.7 ments puts the latter sccounts in

tions are not done "for the beneflt of the
existing intelligence agencies,” nor are taey
duties “related to intelligence.” It i3 entirely
possible that a court might rule such actlons

unauthorized by statute. Yet within the ex-,

ecutive branch, secret directives authorize
special operations of all kinds provided they
are small enough to be plausibly denlable.

Unlortunately, these directivee do not cover -

the -impossible-to-deny operatlons: . 17-2
fights, Day of Pigs, the Irantan coup, the
Laotian war, cte. :

A traditional method of Congressional con- .

trol is through the power of the purse—ihe
control of funding. The Constitution explicit-
Iy supports this power of Congress wher. it
asserts In Article I, Section 9, Clause 7, that:
"No Money shall be drawn from the Treas-
ury, but in Consequence of Appropriations
. made by Law; and a regular Statement cnd
Account of the Receipts and Ezpenditures of
.all publle Money shail be published from
time to time’ (Itallcs added.). CIA expendi-
.tures are in violatlon of this constitutional
..clause, since no accounting whatsoever ia
made public. Indeed, the burial of CIA ax-
penditures in the accounts of othar depart-

: violation
‘ of law. They cease to be accurate. -
-Complete control of funding for covert
operations Is evidently delegated only to
subcommiittees of the Armed Services and
Appropriations committees. This, Senator
Stuart Symington would not he permitited
" to discuss CIA appropriations, although he is

CIA oversight subcoramittee of Armed Seyv-
ices, because he 18 not one of the five senlor
members who make up the CIA oversight
subcommittee of appropriations. The full
committees do not vote on these mattars, ror
. ore they discussed on the floor of the Sensnte
sessfons on the CIA. ’ .

The failuré of Congress to approve covert
. operations hampers its activitles In other

ways as well, Congressmen cannot properly

Bssess the implications of many foreign

events unless they understand the extent to

which these events were shaped by covert
- American operations. The Gulf of Tonkin
~'affalr may have been encouraged by ongolng
covert operations in the Gulf, but ignorant
of these activities, Congressmen considered
. any attack on U.8. ships to be “unprovokecl.”

Similarly, interpretations of the true de-
sires of Chileans may have been based on
election. results In Chile which In fact wers
manipulated by covert American campalpn
contributions, The Laotlans may desire to
avold fighting, but & secret war financed Dy
8 covert operation may persuade Congress-
men that Laotians want to continue tje
struggla,

Today covert. operations are what most
require the Super Secrecy of the CIA.
Electronic Intelligence-gathering does not
"~ require i, nor does intelligence assessment.
‘It is the potentially explosive disclosure of

interference in the internal affairs of other

countries that does. i

CIA employees must take a special oath
to maintain CIA secrets. By restricting them
from discussing these matters with their

Congressman or Senators, the oaths inter-

fere with our political system. Moreover, they
constitute a special security system, un- .

authorized—on top of a vartety of other un-
authorized systems (“sensitive,"” ete.)

Super Secrecy has led to the widespread
use, inside the CIA, of lle detectors. This
may be a handy method for detecting double
agents and for other use in covert operations.
But their use spreads to all CIA employees,
to other branches of government, and lnbo

the soclety at large. The funds avallable o -

the CIA make it possible for it to ploneer
. in a technology that undermines traditional
judicial and ethleal processes.
Super Secrecy asg required by covert ope
erations threatens the freedom of the press.
For _ﬂ.tteen days, in the first prior restraint

on the Appropriations Committee and the .

S

order. in the hlstory of the courdtry agalnst
@ daily newspuaper, The Washington Post and
The New York Times and other papers were
restrained from pubilcation of the Penta-

‘gon Papers, Part of the government’s ob=

Jectlon to publication  was its fear of re-
veallng covert operations and intelligence
collection, And the only permanent in-
Junction against free speech in the history
of the United States has been issued agalnst
Victor Marchattl, a former CIA offticlal—
based partly upon his secrecy oath and partly
on the need to keep secret the covert op-

.erations of which he might have knowledge.® -
Covert operations have led to Presidential .- "=~

requests to the press not to publlsh articles, -

“In the case of the Bay of Pigs, Presldent . > _

Kennedy urged- The New -York Times to do
Just that.. When the covert operations are
based in the United States, they can also
interfers with individual rights. An effort to
-hide. the fact that Tibetans were heing
trained in. -Colorado mountains led armed
men to surround, and. hold at gunpoint. a
number of civillans who happened to- wif~

‘ ness thelr departure. And then the govern=

ment apparently asked The New York Timea
not to publish the story. . D

Covert operations tend to distort the per~
ceptlons of foreign. policy held not only by
Congressmen but also by scholars and, in
turn, the public. The entire image of U.S.-
Soviet relations during the cold war would
have been significantly different if U.S. pene-
trations of Soviet alrspace had been made
known. It would have shown that not all
the Russians' fear of  encirclement was
“paranola.” - '

It is possible, with covert operattons, to -
-induce reactions from other natlions whieh
are self-fuifilling. Castro’s anti-American
attitude can be shaped by American sabotage
of which he is cognizant but the American
publlec is not. The Chinese knew that Downay

-and.Fecteau were CIA agents; the American

public did not. The North Vietnamese gaugs
our willingness to stay in Indochina by as-
sessing, in part, the commitment shown
through covert operations; the American
public can not. In these matters, Super

. Slecrecy 13 effectlvely directed only at the

Ameriean public. The “enemy" may under- .-
stand only too well what is happening, and
sophisticated observers in third countries
may also. But the American public is the
last to know. -

Government credibility suffers not only
from acts of omisslon but also from the

. necessity to lie, to cover up, It was a sen-~ -

sation when President Eisenhower led to.
cover up the U-2 incident. The extensive lies
covering up the Bay of Pigs included Ambas-
sador Adlai Stevenson's unwittingly untrue
assertions in the U.N. Security Councll. (Such
acts_are less sensational now becnuse- gov-
ernment credihillty has sunk so much lower.)
Even Presidential candidates are forced to
lle. During the Kennedy-Nixon debates in -
1960, both candidates were forced to wrestle ;
with thelr secret knowledge of plans for the
invasion of Cuba, What to say about Cuban
policy in the face of this knowledge?

The Watergate affalr amply documents the

‘corruption of the political process by grad- -~

uates of the CIA covert operations branch.
Some of the CIA operatives hired at the lower
level of the caper thought they were still
working for the Agency. A more sophisticated
operative is sald to have gotten help In
locating a suitable locksmith from a CIA
roster. Throughout, the skills and tech-
niques of CIA operators were ready and wait-
Ing. And those at higher levels directing the
operatives had seen Mission Impossible and
knew, or thought they knew, how the game
was played. .
The public's response to Watergate was to
question why anyone should take siuch risks
for so little. The answer Provably lles in the
fact that the administration had “institu-

"tlonalized” dirty tricks. The same people

A Appréved For Release 2007/03/07 : CIA-RDP79-00957A000100070050-8




. .

had performied other ‘‘mission impossible”
assignments, including breaking into a safe
in Las Vegsas, into Daniel Ellsberg’s peychia-
trist's ofice in Los Angeles. The resistance
to covert operations was lowered; those who
othnerwise might have warned of the danger
were, to that extent, silenced. - ’
Watergate also reveals tne dangers of per-
mitting “hardened’ operatives 1o work
freely in American soclety. Ordinarily, only
a criminal would be avallable to do these
. break-ins. The criminal clement would have
few contacts with a normal administration
and would lack the sophistication and re=
liability. But a gang of Cubans led by a
covert master spy like Howard Hunt is an-
other matter. They can Inspire confldence
and encourage assignments from an admin-
istration. '
The use of private institutions for covert
operatlions tends to bring - them all under
suspicion. This is what happened when 1i$
hecame known that the CIA' had financed
the Natlonal Student Association and about
250 front organizations and condulta, Presi-
dent Johnson appointed a panel headed by
Under Secretary of State Nicholag Katzen=
bach to review the ground rules for such
operations. It concluded. T
1. 1t should be-the policy of the
States Government that no Tederal agency
shall provide any covert financial assistance
or support, direct or indirect, to any of the
nation's educational or private voluntary
organizations. . ’
2. The Government should promptly de=
velop and establish a& public-private'mech-
anism to provide public funds openly for
overseas activities or organizations which are
adjudged deserving, in the nationsl interest,
of publlc support.

The first resolution was ndopted. But 1t

ieft a number of loopholes. In the frst place, .

organizations that seemed to ba- “private
voiuntary” might not be. They could be
quletly organized as ‘“for profit” and few
would know. Alternatively, philanthropists
mizht be enriched, perhaps through stock=
market operations, and they would then en-
dow organizations with covert uses. Mean-

while, private businesses could continue to-

be funded by CIA: .

The second recommendation does not seem

to have been adopted. The infiltration of
private organizations forces people to defend

their ‘‘covert storles” and lose thelir Integrity.

Friends become unsure whether they can

believe each other. Persons wonder whether

they should accept funds from this founda-~

tion or that. To this day, legitimate “Stern

Foundations” are confused with the condult

“Stern Foundation,” which the CIA used in
1966, The Asta Society and the Asla Founda=
tion have both suffered from the decision

of the latter to accept CIA funds, Suspicion.

spreads. :

V. DISTORTIONS OF AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY

When foreign countries are aware of US.
covert operations and the American publie
is not, the possibility arises of having our
“gorernment blackmailed by foreign govern-
ments. For example, they may insist on for-
elgn ald they might not otherwise receive In
return for participating in our covert activi=
ties, They may seek ransom for captured
pllots—es Indonesia did in a case ‘much like
that of Gary Powers. They may hold prison-
ers until the United States admits they were
CIA agents—apparently China's approach.
And since covert operations, unlike alectronic
intelligence, require assets la place, the sensi~
tive problems of purchasing and maintaining
such agsets can increase the risk of black-
mall. .

But even when pressure is not applied, CIA
. covert operations can lead to greater recogni-
. tlon of or commitment to a government. A
. U-~-2 base at Peshawar can buttress a particu-
lar regime in Pakistan. A country that glves
us a base for invading Cuba, as Guatemals

United .
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did, can discover that we are committed to
maintaining stability there, if only to protect
the base, h
. 'Because these commitments are undertak-
en Indirectly and without full debate, 1t I8
difficulé for anyone to be sure where they
will lead. Laos is & good example. The com-
mitment and involvement may outrun the
conflict in Vietnam which reinformed them.
Meanwhile, the secret war may decimaze the
population and otherwise dramasically
change the original conaltlons of conflict.
For businesses abroad, the charge of “their
possible involvement with CIA cannot be
answered. The Johnson administratiorn took
the view that one could not legislate “pri-
vate morality” and that, in any case, it was
not improper for businesses to cooperate with
a government agency in securing information.
But here, as elsewhere, the securing of infor-
mation 13 something of a “cover concept' for
covert operations. While 1t mizht not e i«
moral, it is poor policy to permit a govern-
ment agency like the CIA to get lnvolved
with businesses around the-world. In the long
run, American business relations will suffer
and the inevitable charges of government in-
terference wherever American business rears,
its head do our foreign policy no good. .
The I'TT case shows how successive levels
of degeneration in function are revealed when
dirty tricks are institutionalized. Flrst, the
NSC is requested to order covert operations
on an occasional basis. In time, the CIA is
proposing these operations to a passive NSC.
Then, in turn, the businesses through. which
the CIA operates, as in the ITT case, make
proposals to the CIA and try to use the
Agency for its own ends. Thus work expands
to fl1 the covert possibilities avallable. Se-

" crecy debases control.

x

The credibility, efiiciency, and authority of
State Department officlals are. undermined
by the presence of covert CIA operatives, The

CIA has better communications, better logis~ -

tics, larger and more avallable sovrces of
secret money, and greater security of com-
municatioris. Under these circumstances, Its’
authority in the field can hardly be matched,
If there are CIA operatives arourd, why
should sources of information talk td diplo=
mats? The reported closeness of the late Pres-
ident Nasser to Amerlcan CIA representatives
rather than to Foreign Service representa-
tives i1s a case in point. Nasser may have
thought that the real power lay with the
CIA.

CIA operatives undermine the effectiveness
of the Forelgn Service not only by competing
with it but by implicitly smearing it. The
legitimate diplomatic operations abroad can-
not prove that they are legitimate, While
some sources are attracted to the CIA, others
are repelled. Members of diplomatlc misstons

are suspected of being CIA agents much as .

American civilians might wonder if a Soviet
diplomat is really a EGB agent.

The internal power balance in 2 forelgn .

country can be distorted by the alllance of
the CIA with certain elements in [t rather
than with others. Ramon Magsaysay in the
Philippines may have risen to power on the
basis of help or information provided him
by the CIA. Others who do nof cooperate
find themselves disadvantaged, relatively,
even if no action is taken against them, From
the CIA's point of view, small services can
be of great significance——a few weapons,

money, some investment advice, dirt on other

members of the government, and sC 0R,
Part of the purpose of CIA political op-
erations is to gein just such influence a3
these operations make possible. 3ut even
when these “benefits” are not intended, CIA
covert operations can still pervert a foreign
government's structure. It is hard for a CIA

operative to be passive. Some sources will be .

cooperating with him; others will rnot. Grad-
ually, even without direct effort, the CIA—
and the United States—may become aligned
with and encouraging X rather than Y.

[ g

Covert operations seem to encoﬁrage rebel-"
iions or revolutions without hope. in Laos,

_teen-agers were encouraged to fight agalnst

the North Vietnamese troops untii they were
destroyed. In Tibet, guerrillas fought against
the Chinese in hopeless uprisings. In the
Bay of Plgs., miscaleulations only somewhat
less obvious were made. The dynamic of
covert actlvities seems to have a logic that
can produce viclence which, on later refiec=

_tion, 19 not worth it.

vI. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The very existence, much less the mode of

operation, of the CIA's Directorate of Plans °-

is a legacy of the Wcorld War II Office of Stra~
tegic Services (OSS). In the hot war of the
0SS, any and all tricks were considered con-
sonant with the world-wide struggle agalnst
the Axis. Many imaginative and creative per-
sons were drawn into 1ts operations. After
World War II, the OSS was institutionalized
in the CIA. Many of the OSS operatives left,
put some stayed. The pattern of irmaginative.
involvement in covert operations remained.
The cold war was seen, ad late as the early
1060s, as a “long twilight struggle”; CIA co-
vert operations fell meatly into that twi~
light—a,  gray area, whose propriety was
buried in secrecy. o

Today, with the cold war waning, the
CIA s bidding for permanent institutallza-
tion of its structure and role. Richard Helms
argued that America’s role as a “rreat power’”
demands a CIA even i tha cold war does
not. Thus what began in s hot war and grew -
in & cold war may come to base its right to
exist simply on the permanent fact of Amer-
ican power. ’ ’

Meanwhile, the eifectiveness of the CIA's”
covert operations in the industrialized world
has vastly diminished. In Europe, the in- -
stability of the post-World War IT period is
over. We no longer need to bribe Italian dock-
workers to unload our goods. In the Com-
munlst industrialized world (and in China),
CIA covert operations are of little effect, even
if desirable. And electronic intelligence is
providing more than we want to know about
most subjects of interest.

As g result, the institutionalization of co-
vert operations is certain to lead to its influ-
ence being appiied to the Third World—an
area with which we are not at war, and from
which we are not in dangsr, The governments
are penetrable. The agents have room for-
maneuver. But there is little work that needs

_to be done.

In the Third World, nationalism is a proven
force against the raptd Communist expansion
once feared. Soviet, Chinese, and American
interference in Third World states tends only
to produce resistance to .a large power's
further involvement. The problem ceases to
be one of fighting fire-with fire. It becomes
one of giving competitors enough rope to
hang themselves. No situation. better illus-

trates these principles than Egypt. Unusual -

needs in Egynt, and unusual Soviet willing-
ness to help, has nevertheless produced a
history of strained relations between the
Egyptians and the Soviets and a drain on
Soviet resources.

The time has come for America to change
its strategy from covert intervention to non-
intervention. When there Is no emergency, it
should be an-easy cholce to stand for prin- °
ciple. In the long battle for respect and sup-
port in the Third World, principles and in-
tegrity will be the most important force. The
short-run opportunist approach embodied
in the CIA’s Directorate of Plans sells the
long run short.

Furthermore, it wlll be Increasingly diffi-
cult to keep covert operations secret. As each
operation is “blown,” our reputation will suf-
fer: we live in an era that {3 increasingly ime-
patient with such manipulations. Each cov-
ert operation {s a time bomb walting to go

Covert operations diminish the fexibility
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of American 't
required, in a stage of disengagement. They
+and to link us to established forces and to

encourage the existing tendency of American

pollcy to resist the popular aspirations in un-
derdaveloped countries,

Especiaii7 tmportant, covert operations

pose a serious threat to democracy at home..

Sames Madison wrote to Thomas Jefferson on
May 13, 1768: “Pernapsitls a universal truth
that the loss of liberty at home is to be
¢harged to provisions agadnst danger, real
or pretended, from abroad.” The effort to

suppress information about covert operations

abroad has already damaged freedom of the

press and freedom of speech in America. The ..

Pentagon Papers case and the Marchetti case

raay be prececents for still more ominous in-.’

cursions on the First Amendment, Covert in-

terference abroad ls interference with freew .

cdom at homae,

Finally, the greatest
of modern times has arisen from the injec-
rion of covert CIA methods, used by CIA

graduates, into American society. No grester
signal can be given of the danger of these.

methods to the highest i{nterests of Ameri- :
cans, - :

drastic overhaullng of the' Super Secrecy sys-
Tem surroundlng the planning and conduct

of covert intelligence collectlon and: covert
operations. We recommend that certaln op-..

erations and structures be abolished and that
the secrecy surrounding others be eliminated.

The United States should continue to con---.
duct operations involving the collection of
inteiligence materlals by. technlcal means, *

but not in any greater secrecy than other gov-
ernment activities. Implementation of this

purpose would mean the elimination of the-.
speclal classifications suwrrounding these pro=
grams and a public acknowledgement of their -

existence, -

In this category we

1ag of data by photegraphic and other means,

a3 well a8 ships and planes carrying elecs=
sronle equipraent. The government should -

carefully review all such programs to deter-
mins which ones in fact produce information
of significant importance.to the United
Stated. An assessment should be also made of”
which programs are provocatlve-—running.
nigh risks of penetrating the alr spaces
or territorial waters of other countries, The
United States should make a public state-
ment in general terms about the activities to
be continued. The budgets for suchi programs
should be publicly identified and be a regular
part of the budget of the Delense Depart-
ment. Oficials of the Defense Department

should be requlred to justify them as they -

Justify all other programs. The organiza-.

tions thal operate and conduct them and the -~

responsible oflcials for them should be pub-~
licly ldentified and be made & matter of pub=
e record. . - :

There s, of course, a case for Xeeping some

aspects of a program secret. For example, -

tne technology of the most advanced cameras
in sateilites might justify continued secrecy.

However, such secrecy should be within the
context of an ongolng classification system.
and shouid be treated within the government

like other classified material.

We do not belleve that electronic intelll-
gence-collection -programs, 1f any, which
penetrate the alr spaces or territorial waters
of other countries (or run a high risk of such
penetration) should be continued.

Our proposals regarding covert operations
are more drascle. We belleve that the Unlted
States no longer needs a large establishment
whose functlon is to conduct covert opera«
tions and gather intelligence covertly. Ace
cordingly, the entire covert-operations sec-
tion of the CIA should be dismantled. The
CIA should become what 1t was origlnally
meant to be—an Intelligence evaluation and
coordinating organizatlion with no opera-

aign polley when 1t i3 most.

Presidential scandal ~

We believe, therefore, that it is tirme for &

ttonal responsibilities. This would mean elltn-
inating the entire Plans division of the CIA

Lo AT AR A IANAL  frs kit v 5w = Giad YK s b

and the career service of covert operators, 1t °

would mean also that the CIA would no

.longer have clandestine agents in overseas

embassies. Their clandestine contacts with
government officials and opposition groups
abroad should be taken over, to the extent
necessary, by State Department offlclals and
military attaches.. .
Adoption of this proposal would permit the

. CIA to emerge from the shadows. Its func-

tions would be discussed pubiicly. Its budget
could be publicliy-identifiad and its functions
largely explained in a public defense of its
budget and operations. The Intelligence-anal-
ysls branch of the CIA would. become the

dominant career service, with intelllgence
- anelysts. rising to top positions, including
" that of Director. .

The gains from these proposals would in-
clude the elimination of the costs to execu-
tive-branch declsion-making, American So-

-clety, and to American foreign policy dis=-

cussed above,
“would be minimal. If the United States gov-
- ernment decided.to conduct a limited covert
.operation—for example, obtaining informas=

The- adverse consequances

tion from & spy within a potentially hostile

‘government—it could be carried out either
- by the Military attachés or by State Depart-

ment officlals. But there would no longe: be a

group whose raison d’éire was such opera- .
‘tions, a group constantly looking for ways to
. employ covert means as an instrument of

American foreign policy. R
VI, DI3CUYSION st
Mr, LOWENFIELD, I am not quite sure why I

" was asked to be a. commentator here. I was
told by the organizers that they wanted °

somebody who had government experience in
forelgn affairs. As I read the paper and lis-

tened to Mr. Halperin and Mr. Stoune, I real-

. : - ... ized what they meant. I was one of those
would put the various - v

zatellite collection programs for the gather-.

guys who had all the appropriate ¢learances

‘and worked on some things that I thought
was critical and tmportant, and for the most -

part I did not know about all those other

- meetings, the Super Secret meetings.

It did come across to me once. I remember
in August 1964 I was Acting Deputy Legal

_ Adviser of the State Department. Bill Bundy
‘called up and sald, “I want a resolution au-
; thorizing the President to act in Southeast

Asta.” It turned out that my boss, the Acting -

Legal Adviser, was on leave—it was the middie
of August—and I was the one who picked up
the phone. I sald, “What happened?’ He said,

. “Never mind: just write a resolution.”

It was falrly easy to write the resolution.
As any good lawyer, I had a form book, We
had the Cuba resolution, the Formosa r2solu-
tion, the Lebanon resolution, all confained

in a nice little book called Legisiation on

Foreign Affairs. It was not too hard to dictate

& Vietnam resolution. But I said, “Tell me -
what happened, so I can put in the appro-
. priate “whereas” clauses.” The answer was,

“You are not authorized,” and I never did
find out.

A few days later my hoss came back. He
had not yet been confirmed, There was some
doubt whether he could see the reports from
Tonkin Gulf. I think ultimately he did

. briefly, but only looking over somebdody’s

shoulder. So I knew there was somsthing

golng on in Tonkin Gulf, and also that there .
‘'was an abttempt to limit access to the 1n-

formation. ‘Whether the news was actually
maneaged, I don't know,

I am sort of depressed by Mr. Halperin's
and Mr. Stone's essay. I thought one of the
excitements of my job as & government ofi~
cial was that I was really in on & lot of
important decistons. Since then, as a teacher
and scholar, I have tried to write about them.
Now I have to consider that maybe I was
just misinformed. :

I think it may well be true that esplonag
s a good thing, a stabilizing influence, &

force for pence. Take, for example, Soviet
maneuvers ln East Germany and Czechoslo~
vakia in 1968. If you had no idea what they
were dolng, you thought maybe they were
going to march to the Rhine or the English
Channel, and maybe you got your contin-
gency plan for the Strategic Alr Command
out of Omahsa ready. If, on the other hand,
you knew what they were doing, that they
were only - worried about Dubcek, and you

- had already decided you could not really

protect Dubcek, you calm down. I think there
i3 a lot of that in both directions. So it may
well be that a certain level of eaplonage is
a stabilizing rather than a destabillzing force.

Whaere does esplonage tilt over into opera~-
tlons?- That- is very hard to say. Takse, for
example, the U-2-~was that an operation or
wsas 1t information-gathering? It is a bit of
poth. I am not sure that you can really make
the separation that Messrs, Stone and Hal-

perin suggest. :

Mr. Ransom. I am an academic observer
of this subject. The only time I ever worked
with the government was quite a while back,
when I joined the U.3. forces to stamp out
‘fascism~—which I see returning, I am afraid,
in o different uniform. I find the Halperin-~
Stone essay is a very original analysis, and
I think I have reed everything else on the
subject in English dealing with how Super
Secrecy and Super Secret agencles can subvert
.our policy-making system.

I want to say s word about definitions,
because while this may seem elementary and
pedantic, I think we have all discovered re-
cently that definitions are important. At the
highest levels of our government we have

discovered with Watergate that there are peo- |

ple who don't know the difference hetween
war and politics. -

Intelligence means evaluated informatiion,
Esplonage 1s one of the several technigues

- -for gathering information and 13 by dafis

tion illegal. Counterintelligence 18 a pouse
and security function. Covert or clandezstin?
poiitical operations are activities having Zo
direct relation to intelllgence or espionage
functions, although they produce soms and
use-some intelllgence, That is all very sim«
ple, and T restate it because I feel that at
the highest levels of government these dis-
tinctions are thoroughly confused,

| A .

/' What did Congress intend when 1t set up

the ‘Central Intelligence Agency? My read-
ing of the legislative history is that Congress
did not intend to create a clandestine or co-
vert polltical action organization., We need
further research into the legislative his-

tory-—and scholarly research on this subject -

encounters many obstacles—but I am con«
vinced from ray research to date that Con-
gress did not intend to authorize anything
but a Central Intelligence Agency whose

. functions were to be related to intelligencs,

that is, information.
If Congress did not intend covert political

. action, how did it come about? T think it was

an American reaction to Stalln and com-
munism, The covert political activities of the
1ast twenty-five years have been Justified in

© the same way that we Justify activities in - V

time of war generally, We have been in a
gray zone between s war declared by Con-
gress and what has in fact been a wartime
condition—a cold war sitice 1947;

The first big covert operation was the Ital-
ian. election of 1948. Our government felt
that we had to make that election come out
right. Ever since then, at least until 1967,
we have secretly intervened Iln a major way
in electlons all over the world. I was startled
to see in The New York Times a fow days
ago that we subsidized one wing of the Ital-
lan Christian Democratic party to the tune
of three million dollars a year between the
early 1050s and 1987, I had no idea that as
an American taxpayer I was contributing to
a particular wing of an Italtan poiitical
%s;rtéy. I think most of you here didn't know

at,
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IRLEE: ) 0: ‘Watergates” arounq
s, it bas waged secret politi-
* ‘--.ttempted to give history a

e gle
cal wa:
push ieve - ..
In what oui government conslders.its favor.

A3 the coid war intensified after Korea, co-.

‘vert operations were stepped up, and came
to inciude the secret subsidy of U.S. domes-
tic organizations. You might say, as the cold
“ar stepped up,.covert operations came to

e used internally and included, as Messrs,

Eplperin and Stone have indicated, the so=~
cret CIA subsidy of an estimated two hun-
dred aod twenty-five domestic organizations
between the early 1950s and 1967. The most
famous, of course, was the National Students
Association, whose budget at one tlime was

- supported ninety per cent by a secret sub-~
sidy from the CIA.,

These widespread domestic subsidies were .

perhaps the second greatest mistake in the

history of the CIA. I would say the program .

of subsidizing domestic organizations was
ciearly agalnst the law. What, then, was the

greatess mistake? The greatest mistake was |

to allow CIA personnel and equipment to

be used for doubly illegal acts at-home—-
lilegal because burglary is illegal, and illegal_

because Congress had very explicitly pro-
hibited the use of the Central Inteiligence
Azency for internal purposes.

In 1971, the then Director of the Central
Intelligence,- Richard Helms, gave a rare

aere and make things happen .

pubuc speech defending the CIA. He raised -

Le problem of the compatibility of its ac=

’ ti'-ity with American democracy. He said ex-
plicitly and clearly, “We do not target on

Armerican citizens.”

-truth? Because I thought he was telllng the
trath, I found something else he sald even

more snocking, “The nation must td a degree

taXe it on faith we who lead the CIA are

honorabie men, devoted to the natlon's serve-

ices.” I don’t think that any government
officials at any level should ask the American
people to take it on faith that they are hon~
orable men, because we, I hope, are a,govern-
ment of laws and not of men. ..

I recommend a thorough audit of all CIA

activities, foreign and domestie, by a Hoover.
Commission-type study, indeépendent of the
government. It is an ordinary suggestion, but
I remind you that not since 19556 has such a
study been made. There have been dozens of
studies of the CIA’s problems by secret gov=
eroment committees; the government was

vestigating itself. In 1955, the Hoover
Commission task force on intelligence activ-

ities, a very Establishment-oriented group,.

cailled public attention to the dangers that

we now se¢ have become real, We need an- .

otter such study. I believe such a study
should go forward separate and apart from
the CIA involvement in the Watergate scan-
dal. Watergate 1s golng to be thoroughly in-
vestigated, but there 1s a much, rauch larger
question: the policy, orga.mzation and con-
trols of the Intelligence system.- -

I predict such a study will recommend -

what Messrs. Stone and Halperin have rec-
ommended: that the CIA become again an
intelligence agency, as Congress intended,
and that covert operations bhe aholished., If
we need a reserve force for covert operations,
then we will create and use it. I don't rule
out all overseas use of covert operations. But
such covert activity i3 an act of war, so let's
call it war and get the CIA out of it,

I predict that such s study will also call,
as the Hoover Commission dld in 1955, for a
joint Congressional committee on intelli-
gencs activities. I realize that this is a close
question. The Congressional Joint Atomic
Energzy Committee has not worked the way
we wanted It to work. But Congress needs a
sustained surveillance group for the intelli-
gence comrmunity, Congress gave far too
much away ln 1947 and 1948, Congress did

glve the CIA the right to spend mnda_

Was he - telling the.

inmlligen, CoSigik Lo oe e aen.xtor I‘ul-
bright and otaers, “Sorry, Senator, I cannot
tell you that, because Congress has glven
me the discretion to decide whether I should
tell you this or that.” Now that the CIA has
been disgraced—ilsgraced to some s2xtent by
Watergate in the public eyo—I <hink we
have an opportunity to organize for a new
Hoover Commlisslon-type study. In 1946
Harry Truman, as President, told his Budget
Diregtor, and these are Truman's words, “I
am very much agoinst building up an Amer-
ican Gestapo.” Tragically, Watergats demon=
strated that Truman's fears were not un-
founded.

Mr. KronFeLn. I think we have o take a
rather jaundiced view of Congressional over-
sight in this area. When something comes up

. hefore the Congress, the Congressmen often

don't know what they are voting on. They
go by what the committee leadership says; it
gets down to a very few people, Thie Armed
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Services Commitiee dces have an oversight -

role now, but the oversight is done by the

stafl. A good example of the quality of the

oversight 15 suggeste<l by the fact that the
Just-retired chlef counsel of the House Armed
Services Committee was also a major general
in-the Marine Reserves, Most of the senior
stafl on the Armed Services Commlititee treat
the junior dissident Senators with a certaln
disdain. They don't talk to them. They don't
give them information. These junlor mem-
bers and some middle-rank members don't
have & chance. They can't get through to the

. chalrman, they can't get through to the

staff, they have to rely on outside people.
Mr. Lewis. I am skeptical of the suggestion
that covert operations could continue safely
if they were scrutinized by an efective Con-
gressional committee. I don't belleve that a
Joint Congressional committee is ever going
to deal effectively with these matters. It
won't be in on the operation early enough.

L0 LG b “paba ~if2]-
ntes You send the sateilites high  : and
they swoop down low over the Soviei. uLnion
aad gather stufl. So sateliltes play & major
role in the. interception of forelgn com-
munication.

The thing that interested me for all those

.years wada how 1lttle of the survelllance tech-

nology actually diffused Into our own econ-
omy, though some of it was developed right
here in this country. This was, I think, be-
cause there was no forco for such diffusion.
Now, there is such a force——the fight against
crime. The Law Enforcement Assistance Ad-
ministratlon [LEAA]. poses a very definite -
threat to the right of privacy and to civil lib-"
ertles by funding the use of this technology

in domestic affalrs, For example, in Wsash-

ington, we fought very hard and successe~

fully against a group which was golng.to

recelve money from LEAA, It was golng te

have some $#150,000 worth of equipment for

an electronic. survelllance van to use, they

sald, for fighting organized crime and heavy

drug traflc. We are going to see more and

more of this acrosd the Umtad Stabes. funded -
by LEAA,

Mr. Scuwartz. T want to muka two brler-- '

.. points. The first point is With regard to Con-
- gressional oversight. I think few people really
" feel Congressional oversight 13 adequate, All

too often it turns into the primary diction-
ary meaning of the term. Yet we must use
the tools we have. This I8, in our constitu-
tional governmental structure, the only real
mstrument we ha.ve Ior contromng executive
action,

Secendly, as one who 1s not Invelved in

thls area at all, my sympathles are with the - -

suggestions made In the paper and discuse
slon. This bloated, elephsntine apparatus

- that has grown up completely distorts the

It won't have the expertise. Even supposing a

Senator thought landing people in Cuba was

. & bad idea, by the time he found out about it

everybody would be all cranked up on the
operation and would say, Senator, it is too

" late to change. It 13 just not a realistic notion

that you can control such operations. Their’

whole nature is that you cannot control
them, and that is the danger. .
Mr. LOWENFELD, It may be possible to-bulld

~in some notion of regular accountabllity, I

am skeptical too, but 1t may be worth the
effort.

One footnote to what Pmtessor Ransom
sald about the histortcal record. I am more
and more skeptical of the historical record.
I am skeptical of the notlon that in 1947 Con-
gress did not intend the Central Intelligence
Agency to do anythlng but evaluate. I realize
that is what the statute says and that is what
the formal record. says, but that’s just the
point,

Mr., DorsEN. Are you suggesting there were
separate meetings in the Congress, with a
record that might not have been made pub-
lic?

Mr, LOWENFELD. Sure.

Mr. CALLEN. I wish to comment on intel-
ligence-gathering, as distlnct from covert
operations. I worked at the Natlonal Security
Agency for eight years, sometimes helping
among other things to develop analytical in~
terception and surveillance apparatus, I
agreo with Professor Lowenfeld that a great
deal of what goes on, in NSA at least, is very
much in the interests of peace, beczuse you
don't really trust what any other government
says. You really have much more confidence
in whet you intercept, in what they are say-
ing among themselves.

© Much of what used to be done b7 people

15 now done by satellites. You can ring the

Soviet Union with interception apparatus,
but that only gets a$ long-range conumuni-
cations.  Microwave communications, which

constitutional center of gravity. Of course,
15 ought to be pruned, refined, improved, and
maybe abolished, and yet one has a lingering
doubt. You all remember Secretary Stimson’s
famous remark  when he dismantled this
kind of operation, at what now seems a very
elementary if not infantile level: “Gentle=
men don't open other people's mail,” he said.
But what happens if, in the world, you are
not dealing with gentlemen, and all other
governments have this kind of thing?

Mr. HavrerN. I want to distinguish be-
tween two things. Mr, Stone and I were not
proposing the abolitlon of reading other peo~
ple’s mall. That is precisely one of the things
we are proposing to continue. It ls very hard
to make estimates; but I don’t know any-~
body. who has beon in the government who
would challenge the notion that something
over ninety per cent, I would say ninety-
eight per cent, of the useful information the
United States government has comes either
from overt sources: newspapers, publle
radio broadeasts, or thing of that kind—or
from technical and intelligence-gathering:
satellites, reading other people’s mail, the
kinds of things the Natlonal Securlty Agency
supposedly does.

Wa are not proposing to abolish that range
of activity. What we are proposing ts to move
it out of its Super Secrecy. For example, 1t 13
now clear to anybody who reads anything
that the United States has a very large satel~
lite program. It is still the case that any-
body with a security clearance is violating .
the law if he says so publicly: The budget
for spy satellites and the offices that runs
them are buried. If you go as a Congressman
or a cltizen and say, “Who runs the satellite
program which we read about in the news-
papers all the time?" you can't And out. If
you say, “How much does 1t cost?” you can't
find out,

There is absolutely no reagson in the world
for elther of those two facts to be secret, and
no reason in the world for Congress not to
be able to get Into that program in executive
session on a classified basis, the way it gets
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D LX OgTA tates Gov-. ..aeat tried to tmply it was at must not be allowed to obscure this sordld -
“her ,r‘: .. : f;;;mxﬁ:?sue P 91‘ a;nyI tie time oi thoe overthrow gty‘ Salvador story of idefensible American intervention
. Allende. : " In the internal affairs of Chile, in the years - .
Mr. 11500 Again I want to acknowl- - The CIA, it turns out, engaged for years in Just hefore the viclent overthrow -of the.
edge the work of Senator Wzicker and clandestine actlvities against tho late Chllean Allende Government and the death 6f Prese
Senator BaxEeRr in this area, : President. CIA director Willlam Colby ac- ident Salvador Allende Gossens, :

Mr. CHURCH ‘subsequently said: Mr. knowledged in secret testimony to the g}on-‘-

ident i in der- gress that some 38 miillon had been author-
g;g?édigat eai’algé%gg}éi; ggg]aigl’ﬁ'e in ized by a high-level intelligenca commifbe.ﬂl
the Senate Chamber with respect to the headed by Henry Kissinger to “destabillze

Allende’s Marxist government .and bring:

policy pursued by the CIA in Chile, which about its downfall afrer 1970,
has now been revealed by Mr. Colby, the The disclosures are shocking.and dictata
CIA Director, and’ conflrmed by the the urgent need for a public scrutiny of na-

President. : "_ . Horal security policies, a reform of CiA func-

Teonnection with that colloquy, 1° foF GEA actiony. mamy moiTict accountability
) 'further undergtand that a bﬂ-l is tobe deception practiced by previous administrge~
introduced which would estabhsl_l a joint. tions 4 '
committee of Congr €ss with jungd.xctlon,'- The State Department sticks by-its guns.
over the CIA, mandated to exercise SUX=" It stated tols week 1t backs the testimony of
" veillance over its operations. .= -bigh officials who previously told Clongress
I belleve such a bill to,be N€cessary, . that the U.S. had not-intervened in the
and 1 intend to joinm as a cosponsor of - Som :
the measure. Coeslitlom, <o ey s R
?t was not possible for me to be on the- & Cl%’iy the: full ‘stlorY haz 1:vet 'ttov o8 rtolgl:
floor at the time that the colloquy took" .I8:light of the developing dispute oo Tav
- full-scale puble hearings into the OIA's role
place, but I do -have sorne HEWSDADEL 1 Chile, as callod for by Congressman
columns which relate to the Chilean af- . "Michael Harrlngton. co
1air that I think could appropriately be " This (s not the first time the CIA has been
made a part of the record in reference “involved in questionable covert operations

to the colloquy., - - ' ! agalnst foreign states. [ts record includes the -

Mr. President, I submit for your ap- . aborted Bay of Plgs invasion, the secret‘ war
o following srirapsmous consent that | [ Laos and eforss to overthrow Tecont-
the following artmles_ be printed in th? ly. the domestic front, it furnished the Whaite
REcorp at the conclusion of my remarks: House “plumbers” with technlcal aid and g
An article by Tom Wicker, the New York . psychtacrie ‘profile of Danlel Ellsberz—acts
Times columnist entitled, “Secrat WAar ' that violated its mandace, :
on Chile,” and an- editorial from the - . The record is disturbing.

Septemper 11, 1974,  edition of the -~ However distasteful, clandestine" opera- .

Christian Science Monitor, -  tlons sometimes are necessary. If a [foreign
FFICER . - power, for instance, i3 engaged: in activitiey

b?hiifRismmﬁi ?ed' N ° Without in a country that could impalr American in-
objectlon, it is so orde; Ptand terests, it stands to reason the U.S. must

(See exhibit 1.) . Know what it s
p to. But gathering informa-
Mr. CHIURCH. Mr. President, it seems ton and exposing Communist subversion,

to me that these two articles eloquently - say, are one thing, Attempts to undermine op
sum up the issues which are raised for_ overthrow legitimat_e governments are quite
this country arising out of the ClA’s ﬂng?;;- " ot 1 this & ih 1oubl
interventi i i r of ressirg aspect of a 3 iIs the double
}?’ rven -O»n ,I.l Chile for the burpose - standard which the U.S. has set for its inter-
destabilizing” the government of the
) ] : - national conduct., It apaprently is permissible
constitutionally elected President of . o
: .y for the CIA to maneuver against local gove
Chile, Salvador Allende Gossens. Mr. . ernments which Washington does not e
Allende was a Marxist, and T would N0t - this is deemed in the national interest. But
have chosen him or the ideas he advo- - when the U.S. declines to use its influence to

with the electoral process established by preece—this s Justifled as “noninterference”
the constitution of Chile, as President . !B 3h0ther country's invernal affairs,

of that country. : -
. R . gration of constitutionally elected govern-
As the Chl’ismaﬂj'_ﬁ ence Momto? ments—however unpalatable thelr ideolw

states: * 0gy— does not the U.S. lose 1ts moral author-

‘domestic affairs of Chile after Allends’s elec~ "

If the CIA is permitted to abet the disinte- -
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Secretary of State Henry Xissinger ape -
pears to have been a princtpal force in
this covert intervention, and is heing
charged once again with not having told the
whole truth to a Senate comunlttee. Demands
are belng heard for a reopening of the hear-
ings which recommended hls confirmation
as Secretary. - - ’ )

The Times story, by Seymour Hersh, was
based on a letter from Representative -

- Michael Harrington of Massachusetts to
Chairman Thomas X, Morgan of the House -

. Foreign Affairs Committee. The Harrington
letter gave an account Ifrom memory, of -.

- testimony to a House Armed Services sub-
committee by Willlam E. Colby, the director
of the Central Inteiligence Agency. Lo

Mr. Harrington said he had twice read a

< transcript of the Colby testimony. A3 he de-

<" seribed it to Mr. Morgan, Mr. Colby said that.. -
‘the "Nixon Adminiatration hagd authorized
about 38 miilion to be spent covertly to make

" 1t impossible for President Allende to zovern.
Specifically, $500,000 was authorized {n bat™
1969 and 1870 to help Mr. Allende’s slect'~
opponents, and $350,000 was jater author:»
for bribing members of the Chilean -
gress to vote against ratifying Mr. Allenze.
election, . .

Later $5 milllon was authorized for clan-
destine “destabllization” efforts in Chile;

-and "in 1973, $1.5 milllon was provided to
help anti-Allende candidates in munlcipal
elections. The austhorizing body for all this

- CLA. activity was the so-called ‘40 Com-
mlttee®” of the Nixon Administration—a com- -
mittee chalired by Henry Xlissinger.

But Mr. Kissinger told the Senate Foreign

-Relations Committes during his confirma-
tlon hearings that “the C.I.A. had nothing to
do with the coup, to the best of my knowl~ .

edge and bellef.” While that may have been N

true in the narrowest sense, it was at best
one of those torturous non-lies in which
governments specialize and at worst ‘& COnN=
cealment of the true nature of U.S. poliey
toward the: Allende Government and the
~Scope. of American activitles to undermine
that Government,
Similarly, Edward M. Korry, ambassador to
Chile during most of the DPeriod In question,
~denled under oath to a Senate subcommiit~
tee that there had been American attempts
to "pressure, subvert, Influence a single
member of the Chlilean Congress.” Charles A,
Meyer, a former Assistant Secretary of State
for Latin-American affalrs, also swore that
the United States had scrupulously followed
. & policy of non-intervention in Chile.
No wonder, then, that Senator Frank

It apparently is perﬁﬂ’sﬁsib‘lé'for the CIA't'o 1ty to condemn similar subversive action byj “Church, to whose Subcommittee this sworn

maneuver against local governments which  a Communist power? .
Washington does not like—this s deemed in . The Allende regime was hardly a :model
the national {nterest but when the US. - for Latin America. But the late President did

declines to use Its influence to dissuade rep- CaITy on his Marxist experiment within the.

ressive regimes from anti-democratic ex- constitutlonal framework. If Washington
cesses—as {n South Korea or Greece—thls is chose not to -render help—except to the
Justified as “non-interference in another Chilean military—that at least was an overt
country’s internal affalrs. .- if debatable, position.

e i1 But by colluding in the effort to undermine
Or, as Mr. Wicker pungently puts it: the Chilean Government by covert means,
The real questions are whether tils SUP~  Washington has only helped destroy the
posedly beace-loving and democratic nation
has any legal or moral right to conduct covert
cperations abroad, and whether any Admin-  procecs rather than seek power through vioe
Istration or either party has the constiti- lent means.
tional authority to order taxpayers' money-. |
spent for clandestine warfare agalnst the
legitimate government of a sovereign country,

Exmmrr 1 On the very day that President Ford ex«

. CIA AND Cang " tended preventive pardon to Richard Nixon,
Now the facts are coming te light. The another high crime of the Nixon Adminis-
Central Intelligence Agency was not the in- ‘tration was being disclosed in The New York
Bocent bystander in Chile that the United - Times. Public outrage because of the pardon

nists should particlpate in. the demovratic

SECRET WAR ON CHILE
(By Tom Wicker)

credibility of thet argument that Cornmu- -

testimony was offered, was reported to be
outraged upon learning of the Colby testi-
mony. He has properly ralsed not only the
possibility of perjury charges but the ques- .
tion of comprehensive hearings by the full
Forelgn Relations Committee on the inter-
vention in Chile. : :

If such hearings are held, or it Mr. Kissin-
ger’'s confirmation hearings should be re-
opened-—as they already have been once, to
inquire into charges that he did not tell the
whole truth about wiretaps on reporters angd
some of his assoctates—ihe inquiry should
press much further than the candor of ofi-
clal testimony, important as that question is.,

But ns one Government official polnted out
to Mr. Hersh, i covert activities ngainst an-
other country are authorized, Government
officials—sometimes including Secretaries of
State and Presidents—have to lie about
them. Lies are part of the business, The real
questions are whether this supposedly peace-
loving and democratic natlon has any legal
or moral right to conduct covert aperations
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abroad. and  --ther any Administration of
either parsy has the constitutional authority
‘1o order taxpayers’ money spent for clan«
destize warfare agaipst the legitimate gov~
ernment of a soverelgn country. . -
These questions are long overdue for full
and cpen debate; the Colby testlmony, for
example, said ihe first intervention against
Afr. Aslende was ordered by Lyndon Johnson
in 1%%54. Congress, the press, Presidential

cand!caies—all have consistently shied away -

from this subject. Supposed liberals have
pled the supposed need to be “hard-nosed.”
The real need is to face the fact that gang-
- ster mchemes of bribery, viclence and even
- assasination are belng carried out, in the
name of the great American people:

The CI.A. msy be,only an mstrument, but
it seerns to Dave its own sinister vitality, The
Cnllean effcrts, in fact, were authorized by
the limeal descendent of a body set up by the
Kennedy Administration to “control” the

* CcIA. Isn't it clear at last that such “con-
trol” can be achieved only by a Government
with the political will to cut the

'Limlt. or kill it altogether?

.o

ORDER VACATING ORDER FOR REC--|

OGNITION OF SENATOR CEURCH

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
1 ask unanimous consent that the order

for the recoznition of Mr. CHURCH be.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
M. ROBERT C. BYRD. If any Sena-

tor wishes time, I have time under an-

order which I shall be delighted to yleld.

Mr. President, there being no request:

for such, time, I yleld back the remainder
of m7 time. LR
The ACTING FPRESIDENT pro:tem-~
pore. The Senator from West Virginia
yields back the remainder of his time. -

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINE

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will mow be a period for the transaction
of routine morning business not to ex-
tend beyond the hour of 9:30 a.m., with

utes.

.

QUORUM CALL . ..~

M. ROBERT C. BYRD, Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roil. T

The assistant-legislative clerk pro-
ceedad to call the roll. - Lo T

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
1 ask unarimous consent that the order
for 2 quorum call be rescinded.

Trhe ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered,

RECESS SUBJECT TO THE CALL
OF THE CHAIR :

Az, ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
T asx unanimous consent that the Senate
stard in recess awaiting the call of the
Chair, with the understanding that the
recess not extend beyond the hour of
9:30 a.m. today.

T=ere being no objection, the Senate,
at 9:14 a.m., recessed subject to the call
of the Chair; whereupon, the Senate re-
assermbled at 9:27 a.um. when called to

014 in)

th siatorments therein limited to 3 min~ -

order by the Acting President pro tem-
pore (Mr. METCALF).

] QUORUM CALL
Mr. CHURCE. Mr. President, I suggest

the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will cail the roil. o
The assistant legislative clerk pro=-
ceeded to call the roll. )
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that tne order for the

quorum call be rescinded.
. The ACTING
pore. Without objecticn, it is so ordered.

M?ESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 12:30 p.m., a message from the '

House of Representatives by Mr. Hack-
ney, one of its reading clerks, announced
that the House disagrees to the amend-

" . ments-of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
-15580) making appropriations for the
- Departments of Labor, and Health, Edu-

cation, and Welfare, and related agen-~
cies, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1975; agrees 1o the conference requested
by the Senate on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon: and that Mr.
FLOOD, Mr. NATCRER, Mr. SmiTi of Iowa,

Mr. Casey of Texas, Mr. PATTEN, Mr.
- OBEY, Mrs. GrREex oi Oregom, Mr. Ma-

HoN,. Mr. MICHEL, Mr. SHRIVER, Mr.,
ConTz, Mr. RosmnsoN of Virginia, and

Mr. CEDERBERG were appointed mariagers:
of the conference cn the part cf the

House, . "~

_ The message also announced that the
House disagrees to the amendment of
the- Senate to the bill (H.R. 6274) to

“grant rellef to payees and special in-
~'dorsees ~ of = fraudulently negotiated
checks drawn on designated depositaries -

of the United States by extending the
availability of the check forgery Insur-
ance fund, and for other purposes. -

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNEL

The message also announced that the
Speaker has affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills:

S. 210. An act to authorize the establish-
ment of the Boston National Historical Park
in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts;

5. 3301. An act to araend the act oi Qcto-

- .ber 27, 1972 (Public Law 92-678);

H.R. 6395. An act to designate certain lands

in the Okefenokee National Wildlife RRefuge,
Ga., a8 wilderness; - : ! :

H.R. 12000. An act to enable egg producers
to establish, finance, and carry out a coor-
dinated prograra of research, producer and
consumer education, and promotion to im-
prove, maintain, and develop markets for
eggs, egg products, spent fowl, and products
of spent fowl; and

H.R. 13595. An act to authorlze appropria-
tions. for the Coast Guard for the procure-
ment of vessels and sircraft and construc-
tion of shore and offshore establishments, to
authorize appropriations for bridge altera-
tions, to authorize for the Coast Guard an
end-year strength for active duty personnel,
to authorize for the Coast Guard average

military student loads, and for other pur=

poses.

The enrolled bills were subsequenély'
signed. by the Acting President pro tem-

pore (Mr. BAKER) .

PRESIDENT pro tem--

Approved For Release 2007/03/07 : CIA-RDP79-00957A000100070050-8

At 4:10 p.m., a message from the House
of Representatives by Mr. Hackney, one
of its reading clerks, announced that the
House insists upon its amendments to the
bill (S. 1283) to esablish a national pro-
gram for research, development, and
demonstration in fuels and energy and
for the coordination and financial sup-
plementation of Federal energy researci
and development, and for other pur-

- poses; disagreed to by the Senate; agrees

to the conference requested by the Sen-
ate on the disagreeing votes of the two

 Houses thereon; and that Mr. UparL, Mr.

BINGHAM, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr.. TEAGUE,
Mr. McCORMACK, Mr. RUPPE, Mr. DELLEN=
‘Back, and Mr. MOSHER Were appointed
managers of the conference on the part
of the House. . o

The message also announced that the
House disagrees to the amendment of

. the Senate to the bill (HR. 14214) to

amend the Public Health Service Act and
related laws to revise and extend pro-
grams of health revenue sharing and
health services, and for other purposes;
agrees to the conference requested by the
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon; and that Mr, STac-
GERS, Mr. RoGERS, M1, SATTERFIELD, Mr.
KYRoS, Mr. PREYER, Mr. SYMINGTON, MT.
Roy, Mr. DEVINE, Mr, NELSEN, Mr. CAR-

“ER, Mr. HasTINGS, Mr. HEINZ, and Mr, .

HupNuT were appointed managers of the
_conference on the part of the House.

' COMMUNICATIONé FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC. .

 The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
~ pore (Mr. BaXER) laid before the Senate
the following letters, which were re-
ferred as indicated: .
SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE DEa
FARTMENT OF Lazor (SN, Doc. 83-111)

A communication from the President of
the United States proposing supplemental
appropriations for the fiscal year 1975, in-
volving transfers of #$7,400,000 from other
appropriations, for the Department of Labor
(with accompanying papera), Ordered to bo

B

printed and referred fo the Commitice on

- Appropriations.

SUPPLEMENTAL APFROFRIATIONS FOR THE Do~ . i

PARTMENT OF LaBor (SEwn. Doc. 93~110)

A communication from the Fresident of
_the United States proposing supplemental
appropriations for the flscal year 1975 in the
amount of $9,650,000 for the Department of
Labor (with accompanying papers). Ordered
to be printed and referred to
on Appropristions, - :

PETITIONS

Petitions were laid before the Senate

and referred as indicated:

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tempore
(Mr. BAKER) ! )

A resolution adopted by the Council of
the city ot Cleveland, Ohio, memorializing

the Committes

the Congress to design and implement an -

effective program of food price control. Re- - - )

forred to the Committes on Banking, Ious-
ing and Urban Affairs. :

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. MUSKIE, from the Committes on
the Budget: 3
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93p CONGRESS -
sz §, RES. 404
] e

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Srpreyure 17,1974

Mr. Moxparn submitted the following resolution; which was referred to the
Committee on Armed Services

RESOLUTION

To establish a sclect committee of the Senate on intelligence

policy.

Whereas revelations concerning the role of foreign intelligence
operations of the United States Government in undermining
the stability of democratically clected. governments have
raised serious questions concerning the management, policies,
and purposes of United States intelligence operations and
their compatibility with the authority of the Congress and

the values of the American people: Now, therefore, be i

1 Ilesolved, That—
2 Srerrox 1. There is hereby established a seleet com-
S mittee of the Senate, which may be called, for convenicnce

4 of expression, the Sclect Committee on Intelligence Policy.

v
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1 4pe. 2. The select committee created by this resoln-
9 tion shall consist of fiftcen Members of the Senate, composed

5 of three majority and two minority menmbers of the Com-

4 mittee on Armed Services, three majority and two minority

ot

members of the Committee on Foreign Relations, and threo

6 majority and two minority Members of the Senate, to he

-3

sclected in the same manuer as the chairman and members
8 of the standing committees of the Senate. For the purposes
9 of paragraph 6 rule XXV of the Standig Rules of the Sen-
10 ate, service of a Senator as a member, chairman, or vice
11 chairman of the sclect committee shall not be taken into
12 account.
13 Qee. 8. The select committee is anthorized and directed
14 to examine past, present, and projected intelligence opera-
15 tions and policies of the TUnited States Grovernment, and to
16 determine the role of such operations in supporting the deci-
17 sionmaking of the United States Government, and the im-
18 pact of such operations on national security and the conduct
19 of foreign policy. The sclect committee shall make an interim
20 report to the appropriate conmmittee of the Scnate not later
91 than June 30, 1973, and shall make a {inal report not later
99 than J anuary 31, 1974 Such final 1'0pq1"t shall contain the
23 findings of the committee together with 1'e00111111endnt16115‘:
94 respecting the management of intelligence operations within
25 the exceative branch, the appropriate role of Congress, the
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9.
appropriate function of varying types of intclligence activi-
fies, and recommendations requesting any appropriate legis-
lative action.

Sge. 4. To enable the select committee to make the
il’n'estigatbn‘ and stady authorized and dirccted by this
resolution, the Senate hereby empowers the select com-
mittee as an agency of the Senate to craploy and ﬁ\ the
compensation of such clerical, investigatory, legal, techni-
cal, and other assistants as it deems necessary 01" appro-
priate; to sit and act at any time or place during sessions,
recesses, and adjournment periods of the Scnate; to hold
hearings for taking testimony on oath or to receive docu-
mentary or physical evidence (including classified in-
formation 1'especthig clandestine opel'a.tlons;; which shall
be made available to the select committce and senior
staff designated by the sclect comumittee) relating to the
matters it is authorizéd to investigate and study; and to
expend to the extent it determines necessary or appropriate
any moncy made available to it by the Senate to perform
the duties and exercisc the powers conferred upon it by this
resolution and to make the investigation and stady it is
authorized by this resolution to malke.

SEc. 5. The expenses of the select committee under this
resolution shall not exceed $750,000 per annum. Such ex-

penses shall be paid Irom the confingent fund of the Scuate
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4
1 upon vouchers approved by the chairman of the select com-

2 mittee.
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